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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The proposed development is for replacement of two sections of the existing, 54-year old, 10-
inch, welded steel EI Granada water transmission pipeline with a new, 16-inch, ductile iron water
pipeline. The portion of the project within the City consists of 2,200 lineal feet, which would be
constructed on the east side of the Frontage Road from the south side of Sewer Plant Road to
approximately 200 feet north of Wave Avenue in Half Moon Bay. The second portion would be
constructed in the unincorporated area of EI Granada from San Clemente Road south along
Columbus Street, Moro Avenue, and Ventura Avenue, and terminating at Santiago Avenue
within San Mateo County. The existing, 10-inch transmission pipeline runs from the Carter Hill
West pipeline and the Nunes Water Treatment Plant in Half Moon Bay to the Denniston
treatment plant in EI Granada and supplies water for residential, commercial, agricultural, and
industrial uses and fire suppression within a large portion of Coastside County Water District
(“CCWD?”) service area (Exhibit 3). The proposed development is the first part of a planned,
larger project which would eventually replace the entire length of the approximately 3.5 mile El
Granada pipeline, running from the Carter Hill West pipeline in Half Moon Bay to the Denniston
Storage Tank near the Denniston Water Treatment Plant in EI Granada.

At issue under the public works policies of the Half Moon Bay and San Mateo County LCPs is
whether the capacity of new, larger pipeline (1) would exceed that needed to serve projected
water demand at LCP buildout, and (2) is in phase with the existing capacity of other regional
infrastructure facilities. Although the actual operating capacities of the existing and proposed
pipelines are a function of numerous factors such as friction, head losses due to bends and valves
and pumping, for purposes of a simple comparison, the theoretical capacity of a 16-inch pipeline
is roughly 3.4 times that of a 10-inch pipeline. CCWD has provided extensive analysis and
factual information supporting its proposed sizing of the transmission line. Project opponents,
including the City of Half Moon Bay and former CCWD Board members, contend that the
proposed pipeline is oversized and would therefore be growth inducing.

After reviewing the various technical reports and studies provided by CCWD and the substantial
public comments concerning the project and meeting with both staff and elected officials from
the water district and each of the effected local governments, Commission staff determined that
the information contained in the permit applications does not fully justify the proposed sizing of
the replacement pipeline. In particular, reliance on outdated LCP buildout figures and theoretical
rather than actual use data results in overstated demand projections. Commission staff therefore
conducted an independent analysis of the probable future demand for water service in the area
served by the EI Granada pipeline, taking into account updated population data from the 2000
census, historical water use data from CCWD’s meter records, reductions to the allowable rate of
growth in both the City and County under anticipated amendments to the current growth control
ordinances, and ongoing LCP updates in both jurisdictions. In addition, staff based its analysis
on a 20-year planning horizon consistent with the LCPs’ requirement for phased development of
public works facilities rather than maximum potential development under full LCP buildout.

Based on this analysis, the staff has determined that while the applicant’s demand projections are
perhaps overstated, the capacity of the proposed replacement pipeline would not exceed demand
for water service in 2020. However, staff recognizes that a substantial margin of error exists in
this analysis due to necessary assumptions used to project growth, demand by user type, and to
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determine the operating capacity of the proposed pipeline as part of a complex water supply and
distribution system.

Road access to the Mid-Coast region of San Mateo County including the City of Half Moon Bay
and the portion of the California coast within this region is limited to Highways 1 and 92. The
current volume of traffic on these highways exceeds their capacity and the regional
transportation studies conclude that even with substantial investment in transit and highway
improvements, congestion will only get worse in the future. As a result, the level of service on
the highways at numerous bottleneck sections is currently and will in the future continue to be
rated as LOS F. The most recent Countywide Transportation Plan predicts far greater congestion
on these two corridors by 2010, stating: “in 2010 the most congested corridor [in San Mateo
County] will be Western 92.” This report projects increases in the traffic volumes of 197 and
218 percent on Highways 1 and 92, respectively, in the Mid-Coast region, and attributes these
increases to “the anticipated levels of new development on the Coastside and the continued
pattern of Coastsiders out-commuting to jobs in San Francisco and on the Bayside.” As the
Commission has previously found in its actions on the Pacific Ridge and Beachwood
Subdivision projects in Half Moon Bay, Highways 1 and 92 in the Mid-Coast Region are not
adequate to serve either the current or the expected future demands of development. As such, the
proposed expansion of CCWD water service capacity would not be in phase with either the
existing or probable future capacity of the region’s transportation system.

However, CCWD contends that the purpose of the proposed pipeline replacement project is only
to allow delivery of the water service capacity that the water district was authorized to provide
under the coastal development permit granted for Phase | of its Crystal Springs project in 1984,
which allowed CCWD to import water from the San Francisco Water Department’s Crystal
Springs Reservoir and to expand the Nunes treatment plant. In fact, CCWD has already entered
into service contracts for all of the available non-priority use water service connections within
the capacity limitations of Phase | of the Crystal Springs Project, although as of January 1, 2003,
1,329 non-priority service connections remained to be installed. In addition, as of January 1,
2003, CCWD had sufficient service capacity remaining to provide 599 service connections
designated specifically for priority land-uses such as public recreational facilities. As such, the
proposed pipeline replacement project would serve only the level of growth provided for under
the already approved Phase | Crystal Springs Project. Therefore, consistent with this
understanding of the project purpose, Special Conditions 4.A. and 4.B. limit CCWD’s service
capacity to that provided under Phase I Crystal Springs.

Although Special Conditions 4.A. and 4.B. would ensure that the proposed project would not
increase water supply capacity beyond that already approved under Phase | of the Crystal
Springs Project, it is evident that even this capacity is out of phase with the existing and probable
future capacity of the region’s transportation system. As such, the LCPs arguably prohibit any
increase in water transmission capacity in excess of that necessary to serve the existing level of
development. Nevertheless, because the land use plans and zoning currently in effect provide for
potential continued growth in Phase | at a level that could generate additional demand for water
service and because the application of certified LCP policies and standards, rather than the size
of the pipe, will ultimately determine the level of development allowable given the existing and
probable future capacity of the region’s highways, staff recommends approval of the proposed
project.
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However, consistent with the LCPs’ phasing policies and the coastal access policies of the
Coastal Act, future expansion of the region’s water supply system to support growth in excess of
that already provided under Crystal Springs Phase | should not be approved unless the regional
transportation system is improved to provide adequate service to support such additional growth.
Therefore, Special Conditions 4.C and 4.D. prohibit future expansion of CCWD’s water supply
capacity from occurring out of phase with transportation and other area infrastructure.
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1.0LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION

1.1.1.1 City of Half Moon Bay

On January 28, 1999, the City of Half Moon Bay Planning Commission conditionally approved
Coastal Development Permit PDP-44-98 for the replacement of 2,200 lineal feet of the existing
10-inch welded steel water line with a 16-inch ductile iron water line to be constructed on the
east side of the Frontage Road from the south side of Sewer Plant Road to approximately 200
feet north of Wave Avenue. This first phase of the EI Granada Pipeline Replacement Project is
called the Casa del Mar Pipeline Replacement Project, named after the Casa del Mar subdivision
adjacent to it.

The City’s approval was appealed to the Half Moon Bay City Council, on February 7, 1999 by
appellant Carol Cupp. On March 2, 1999, the City Council heard the appeal and voted on it, but
failed, by a 2-2 vote, to reach a decision. The City’s March 15, 1999 Notice of Final Action
therefore transmitted the notice of the Planning Commission’s January 28, 1999 conditional
approval of the project as the City’s final action notice. A March 9, 1999 determination by the
City Attorney that the Planning Commission’s action did in fact constitute the City’s final action
on the project accompanied the March 15 Notice of Final Action. The appellant then filed the
appeal to the Commission in a timely manner, on March 25, 1999, within the ten-working day
appeal period.

1.1.1.2 San Mateo County

On May 26, 1999, the County of San Mateo Planning Commission on a 2 to 1 vote denied
Coastal Development Permit PLN 1999-00192 for the proposed CCWD pipeline project in El
Granada. The project consists of replacement of 3,200 lineal feet of an existing 10-inch welded
steel water line with a 16-inch ductile iron water line to be constructed in the unincorporated area
of El Granada, from San Clemente Road south along Columbus Street, Moro Avenue, and
Ventura Avenue, and terminating at Santiago Avenue.

The Planning Commission denial was appealed to the Board of Supervisors by CCWD, and was
brought before the Board on August 3, 1999. At that hearing, the Board decided to require an
independent engineering review of the sizing and other calculations for the project performed
prior to a decision. The analysis, prepared by the firm of Brian Kangas Foulk (BKF) was
presented to the Board, which then approved the CDP for the project at its October 19, 1999
hearing.

The County's Notice of Final Action was received by the Commission on October 27, 1999. The
appellants then filed appeals to the Commission in a timely manner, on November 10, 1999,
within the ten-working day appeal period.

2.0APPEAL PROCESS
2.1 APPEAL JURISDICTION

Coastal Act Section 30603 provides that action taken by a local government on a coastal
development permit application may be appealed to the Coastal Commission for certain kinds of
developments located within certain geographic appeal areas, including those located between
the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea or within three hundred feet of the mean high
tide line or inland extent of any beach or top of the seaward face of a coastal bluff, those located
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in a sensitive coastal resource area or those located within 100 feet of any wetland, estuary, or
stream. Furthermore, permits may be appealed for either developments approved by counties
which are not designated the principal permitted use under the county’s certified LCP or
developments constituting a major public works or a major energy facility whether approved or
denied by a city or county.

The two portions of the pipeline (the 2,200 lineal feet and 3,200 lineal feet) now before the
Commission as well as the entire 3.5 mile-long project is appealable to the Commission as a
major public works project because it is a public transmission facility for water with a cost
greater than $100,000. The portion of the water pipeline that is the subject of the appeal would
cost more than $300,000.

2.2 FILING OF APPEAL

2.2.1.1 City of Half Moon Bay

Appeal to the Commission was timely filed on March 25, 1999, within ten working days of
receipt by the Commission of notice of final local action on March 15, 1999. On March 26, the
Commission sent notice of the appeal to the CCWD and the City of Half Moon Bay. Pursuant to
Section 30621 of the Coastal Act, an appeal hearing must be set within 49 days from the date an
appeal of a locally issued coastal development permit is filed. In accordance with the California
Code of Regulations, on March 26, 1999 staff requested all relevant documents and materials
regarding the subject permit from the City, to enable staff to analyze the appeal and prepare a
recommendation as to whether a substantial issue exists. Consistent with Section 13112 of the
California Code of Regulations, since the Commission did not timely receive all requested
documents and materials, at the April 16, 1999 meeting the Commission opened and continued
the hearing. Subsequently, all of the remaining file materials were transmitted to the
Commission.

Section 30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to hear an appeal unless the
Commission determines that no substantial issue is raised by the appeal. Hearing of the question
of substantial issue, originally scheduled for June 1999, was postponed at the applicant’s request
to the July 1999 Commission meeting. At its July 1999 meeting, the Commission found that the
proposed development raised a substantial issue of conformity with the policies of the certified
LCP.

The applicant subsequently requested postponement of the Commission’s de novo review of the
project, pending review and reconsideration of the project by the applicant. In 2002, CCWD
requested that the appeal proceed, and it was agendized for the December 2002 meeting;
however, at the applicant’s request the hearing schedule on the appeal was postponed pending
additional information. In the interim, CCWD has provided updated water usage figures for its
service area and additional analysis of the capacity of the replacement project.

2.2.1.2 San Mateo County

Appeal to the Commission was timely filed on November 10, 1999, within ten working days of
receipt by the Commission of notice of final local action on October 27, 1999. On November 12,
1999, the Commission sent notice of the appeal to the CCWD and the City of Half Moon Bay.
Pursuant to Section 30621 of the Coastal Act, an appeal hearing must be set within 49 days from
the date an appeal of a locally issued coastal development permit is filed. In accordance with the



A-1-Half Moon Bay-99-20/A-2-San Mateo County-99-63
Coastside County Water District

California Code of Regulations, on November 12, 1999 staff requested all relevant documents
and materials regarding the subject permit from the City, to enable staff to analyze the appeal
and prepare a recommendation as to whether a substantial issue exists. Consistent with Section
13112 of the California Code of Regulations, since the Commission did not timely receive all
requested documents and materials, at the December 10, 1999 meeting, the Commission opened
and continued the hearing. Subsequently, all of the remaining file materials were transmitted to
the Commission.

Section 30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to hear an appeal unless the
Commission determines that no substantial issue is raised by the appeal. At its February 2000
meeting, the Commission found that the proposed development raised a substantial issue of
conformity with the policies of the certified LCP.

The applicant subsequently requested postponement of the Commission’s de novo review of the
project, pending review and reconsideration of the project by the applicant. In 2002, CCWD
requested that the appeal proceed, and it was agendized for the December 2002 meeting;
however, at the applicant’s request the hearing schedule on the appeal was postponed pending
additional information. In the interim, CCWD has provided updated water usage figures for its
service area and additional analysis of the capacity of the replacement project.

2.3 STANDARD OF REVIEW

2.3.1.1 City of Half Moon Bay

The proposed development is located in the Coastal Zone within the City of Half Moon Bay.
Section 30604(b) states that after certification of a local coastal program, a coastal development
permit shall be issued if the issuing agency or the Commission on appeal finds that the proposed
development is in conformity with the certified local coastal program. The standard of review
for this project is therefore the City’s certified LCP. Because a portion of the project is located
between the sea and the first public road, pursuant to Section 30604(c) of the Coastal Act, the
standard of review also includes the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act
(Sections 30210 through 30224).

Pursuant to Policy 1-1 of the City’s certified Land Use Plan (LUP), the City has adopted the
coastal planning and management policies of the Coastal Act (Sections 30210 through 30264) as
the guiding him policies of the LUP. Policy 1-4 of the City’s LUP states that prior to issuance of
any development permit, a finding shall be made that the development meets the standards set
forth in all applicable LUP policies. Thus, the LUP incorporates the Chapter 3 policies of the
Coastal Act and these policies are included in the standard of review for the proposed project.

2.3.1.2 San Mateo County

The proposed development is located in the Coastal Zone within San Mateo County. Section
30604 (b) states that after certification of a local coastal program, a coastal development permit
shall be issued if the issuing agency or the Commission on appeal finds that the proposed
development is in conformity with the certified local coastal program. The standard of review
for this project is therefore the County’s certified LCP. Because a portion of the project is
located between the sea and the first public road, pursuant to Section 30604(c) of the Coastal
Act, the standard of review also includes the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal
Act (Sections 30210 through 30224).
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Pursuant to the County’s certified Land Use Plan (LUP), the County has adopted policies
consistent with the coastal planning and management policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act as
the guiding policies of the LUP. Thus, the LUP incorporates the Chapter 3 policies of the
Coastal Act and these policies are included in the standard of review for the proposed project.

3.0 STAFF RECOMMENDATION

3.1 Motion and Resolution — City of Half Moon Bay

The staff recommends conditional approval of Coastal Development Permit Application No. A-
1-HMB-99-20.

Motion: I move that the Commission approve Coastal Development Permit Application
No. A-1-HMB-99-20, subject to the conditions specified below.

Staff Recommendation of Approval

The staff recommends a YES vote. To pass the motion, a majority of the Commissioners present
is required. Approval of the motion will result in the adoption of the following resolution and
findings.

Resolution

The Coastal Commission hereby grants permit No. A-1-HMB-99-20, subject to the conditions
below, for the proposed development on the grounds that (1) the development is in conformity
with the provisions of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976 and (2) there are no
feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures other than those specified in this permit that
would substantially lessen any significant adverse impact that the activity may have on the
environment.

3.2 Motion and Resolution — San Mateo County

The staff recommends conditional approval of Coastal Development Permit Application No. A-
2-SMC-99-63.

Motion: I move that the Commission approve Coastal Development Permit Application
No. A-2-SMC-99-63, subject to the conditions specified below.

Staff Recommendation of Approval

The staff recommends a YES vote. To pass the motion, a majority of the Commissioners present
is required. Approval of the motion will result in the adoption of the following resolution and
findings.

Resolution

The Coastal Commission hereby grants permit No. A-2-SMC-99-63, subject to the conditions
below, for the proposed development on the grounds that (1) the development is in conformity
with the provisions of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act of 1976 and (2) there are no
feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures other than those specified in this permit that
would substantially lessen any significant adverse impact that the activity may have on the
environment.
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3.3 Standard Conditions

1.

Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and development shall
not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the permittee or authorized agent,
acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms and conditions, is
returned to the Commission office.

Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years from the
date on which the Commission voted on the application. Development shall be pursued in
a diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period of time. Application for extension
of the permit must be made prior to the expiration date.

Interpretation. Any questions of intent of interpretation of any condition will be resolved
by the Executive Director or the Commission.

Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee files
with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the permit.

Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be perpetual,
and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to bind all future owners and
possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions.

3.4 Special Conditions

All previous conditions of approval imposed on the project by the City of Half Moon Bay and
San Mateo County pursuant to an authority other than the California Coastal Act remain in
effect. To the extent such City of Half Moon Bay and San Mateo County conditions conflict
with the Coastal Commission’s conditions for Coastal Development Permits A-1-HMB-99-20
and A-2-SMC-99-63, the applicant will be responsible for obtaining permit amendments to
resolve any such conflicts.

1.

Erosion Control

A. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the
applicant shall provide, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, an Erosion
Control Plan to reduce erosion and, to the maximum extent practicable, retain sediment
on-site during and after construction. The plan shall be designed to minimize the
potential sources of sediment, control the amount of runoff and its ability to carry
sediment by diverting incoming flows and impeding internally generated flows, and
retain sediment that is picked up on the project site through the use of sediment-capturing
devices. The plan shall also limit application, generation, and migration of toxic
substances, ensure the proper storage and disposal of toxic materials, apply nutrients at
rates necessary to establish and maintain vegetation without causing significant nutrient
runoff to surface waters. The Erosion Control Plan shall incorporate the Best
Management Practices (BMPs) specified below.

1. Erosion & Sediment Source Control

a. Sequence construction to install sediment-capturing devices first, followed by
runoff control measures and runoff conveyances. Land clearing activities should
only commence after the minimization and capture elements are in place.

10
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Time the clearing and grading activities to avoid the rainy season (October 15
through April 30).

Minimize the area of bare soil exposed at one time (phased grading).
Clear only areas essential for construction.

Within five days of clearing or inactivity in construction, stabilize bare soils
through either non-vegetative BMPs, such as mulching or vegetative erosion
control methods such as seeding. Vegetative erosion control shall be established
within two weeks of seeding/planting.

Construction entrances should be stabilized immediately after grading and
frequently maintained to prevent erosion and control dust.

Control wind-born dust through the installation of wind barriers such as hay bales
and/or sprinkling.

Soil and/or other construction-related material stockpiled on site shall be placed a
minimum of 200 feet from all wetlands and drain courses. Stockpiled soils shall
be covered with tarps at all times of the year.

Excess fill shall not be disposed of in the Coastal Zone unless authorized through
either an amendment to this coastal development permit or a new coastal
development permit.

2. Runoff Control and Conveyance

a.

Intercept runoff above disturbed slopes and convey it to a permanent channel or
stormdrains by using earth dikes, perimeter dikes or swales, or diversions. Use
check dams where appropriate.

Provide protection for runoff conveyance outlets by reducing flow velocity and
dissipating flow energy.

3. Sediment-Capturing Devices

a.

Install stormdrain inlet protection that traps sediment before it enters the storm
sewer system. This barrier could consist of filter fabric, straw bales, gravel, or
sand bags.

Install sediment traps/basins at outlets of diversions, channels, slope drains, or
other runoff conveyances that discharge sediment-laden water. Sediment
traps/basins shall be cleaned out when 50% full (by volume).

Use silt fence and/or vegetated filter strips to trap sediment contained in sheet
flow. The maximum drainage area to the fence should be 0.5 acre or less per 100
feet of fence. Silt fences should be inspected regularly and sediment removed
when it reaches 1/3 the fence height. Vegetated filter strips should have relatively
flat slopes and be vegetated with erosion-resistant species.

4. Chemical Control

11
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a. Store, handle, apply, and dispose of pesticides, petroleum products, and other
construction materials properly.

b. Establish fuel and vehicle maintenance staging areas located away from all
drainage courses, and design these areas to control runoff.

c. Develop and implement spill prevention and control measures.
d. Provide sanitary facilities for construction workers.

e. Maintain and wash equipment and machinery in confined areas specifically
designed to control runoff. Thinners or solvents should not be discharged into
sanitary or storm sewer systems. Washout from concrete trucks should be
disposed of at a location not subject to runoff and more than 50 feet away from a
stormdrain, open ditch or surface water.

f. Provide adequate disposal facilities for solid waste, including excess asphalt,
produced during construction.

g. Develop and implement nutrient management measures. Properly time
applications, and work fertilizers and liming materials into the soil to depths of 4
to 6 inches. Reduce the amount of nutrients applied by conducting soil tests to
determine site nutrient needs.

B. The applicant shall undertake development in accordance with the final erosion control
plans approved by the Executive Director. No proposed changes to the approved final
plans shall occur without a Commission amendment to this coastal development permit
unless the Executive Director determines that no amendment is required. The applicant
shall be fully responsible for advising construction personnel of the requirements of the
Erosion Control Plan.

C. All of the above described erosion control measures shall be maintained pursuant to the
following requirements.

1. All BMP traps/separators and/or filters shall be cleaned at minimum prior to the onset
of the storm season and no later than October 15" each year.

2. Sediment traps/basins shall be cleaned out at any time when 50% full (by volume).

3. Sediment shall be removed from silt fences at any time when it reaches 1/3 the fence
height.

4. All pollutants contained in BMP devices shall be contained and disposed of in an
appropriate manner.

5. Non-routine maintenance activities that are expensive but infrequent, such as
detention basin dredging, shall be performed on as needed based on the results of the
monitoring inspections described above.

D. Throughout the construction period, the applicants shall conduct regular inspections of
the condition and operational status of all structural BMPs required by the approved
Erosion Control Plan. Authorized representatives of the Coastal Commission and/or the

12
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City of Half Moon Bay and San Mateo County shall be allowed to enter the property as
needed to conduct on-site inspections throughout the construction period.

2. Archaeology

A

PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the
applicant shall submit an archaeological mitigation and monitoring plan prepared by a
qualified subsurface archaeologist, for review and approval of the Executive Director.
The plan shall address the requirements of LCP ordinance 18.38.040 and include a
description of monitoring methods, frequency of monitoring, procedures for halting work
on the site and a description of reporting procedures that will be implemented during
ground disturbing activities to ensure that cultural resources are not disturbed. This shall
include a list of the personnel involved in the monitoring activities and their
qualifications, and shall include qualified local Native Americans as project monitors.

. DURING ALL GROUND DISTURBING ACTIVITIES, the applicant shall retain a

qualified archaeologist, approved by the Executive Director, to monitor all earth
disturbing activities per the approved monitoring plan. The applicant shall also include
qualified local Native Americans as project monitors. If an area of cultural deposits is
discovered during the course of the project, all construction shall cease in the vicinity of
the resource, and a new plan shall be submitted for the review and approval of the
Executive Director that illustrates avoidance of such resources to the maximum extent
practicable.

PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF CONSTRUCTION, the archaeological monitor
shall conduct a brief training session with construction personnel discussing the cultural
sensitivity of the area and the protocol for discovery of cultural resources during
construction. The archaeological monitor shall also inform all qualified local Native
Americans of the timing of construction and their opportunity to participate in
construction monitoring.

3. Monitoring. On or before April 1 of each year, the permittee shall submit to the Executive
Director an updated annual Water Supply Evaluation Report for the prior calendar year that
includes all of the following information:

A

Annual water sales (million gallons) for each of the following user categories:

1. Priority Uses
e Public Recreational

e Visitor-Serving Commercial
e Coastal-Dependent Industrial
e Agricultural
e Total Priority Uses
2. Non-Priority Uses
e Residential Single-Family
e Residential Multi-Family
e General (Non-Coastal Dependent) Commercial

13



A-1-Half Moon Bay-99-20/A-2-San Mateo County-99-63
Coastside County Water District

e General (Non-Coastal Dependent) Industrial
e Total Non-Priority Uses

B. A complete list of all new service connections installed in the prior calendar year by each
of the use categories specified in Paragraph A above. The list shall identify the specific
property to which each service connection is assigned by assessor’s parcel number and
map.

C. A complete list of all existing installed service connections within CCWD service district
as of December 31 of the prior calendar year by each of the use categories specified in
Paragraph A above. The list shall identify the specific property to which each service
connection is assigned by assessor’s parcel number and map.

D. A complete list of all uninstalled priority service connections remaining within the
CCWD service district as of December 31 of the prior calendar year, including both sold
and unsold uninstalled connections. The list shall identify the specific property to which
each service connection is assigned by assessor’s parcel number and map.

E. A complete list of all uninstalled non-priority service connections remaining within the
CCWD service district as of December 31 of the prior calendar year, including both sold
and unsold uninstalled connections. The list shall identify the specific property to which
each service connection is assigned by assessor’s parcel number and map.

F. A complete list of all service connection transfers identifying whether the transferred
connection is priority or non-priority and the specific properties from which each
connection was transferred from and to by assessor’s parcel number and map.

G. Monthly water production for each supply source.
H. Updated detailed schematic plan and description of water supply and delivery system,
including all existing and planned system components. The plan and description shall

indicate all system improvements and significant repairs completed during the prior
calendar year.

4. Water Supply Capacity.

A. The total number of water service connections permitted within the CCWD Service
District shall not exceed the service capacity of Phase | of the Crystal Springs project.
The water service capacity of the Phase | Crystal Springs project shall be defined as a
total of 8,078 5/8-inch meter equivalent service connections. The 1,329 uninstalled non-
priority 5/8-inch meter equivalent water service connections within the CCWD Service
District remaining as of January 1, 2003 shall be distributed only within the CCWD
Service District boundaries as those boundaries were defined on January 1, 2003.
Reallocation of existing water supplies to provide additional service connections is
prohibited under Phase | of the Crystal Springs project.

B. A minimum of 599 5/8-inch meter equivalent service connections shall be reserved for
priority uses as identified in Condition 3.A.1 above. EXxisting or reserved priority use
service connections may only be reallocated to a non-priority use, pursuant to Policy 2.8
of the San Mateo County Certified LUP.
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C. Any increase in water supply or distribution capacity to provide additional service

connections in excess of the Phase I limitations specified in 4.A. above, including but not
limited to any augmentation or reallocation of existing water supplies, shall require a
coastal development permit from the affected local jurisdiction(s). Any such action by a
local government on a coastal development permit application for an increase in water
supply or distribution capacity beyond the Phase I limitations specified in Condition 4.A
above shall be appealable to the Coastal Commission. If the permittee or its successor(s)
seeks a coastal development permit to increase water supply or distribution capacity in
excess of the Phase | limitations specified in 4.A. above, the applicant for such permit
shall be required to include in such permit application information concerning phasing of
infrastructure capacity in conformity with the requirements of the San Mateo County and
City of Half Moon Bay LCPs. The information provided shall be sufficiently detailed
and complete to enable the permit issuing authority to evaluate whether the proposed
increase in water supply and/or distribution capacity is in phase with the existing or
probable future capacity of other area infrastructure, including but not limited to the need
for an adequate level of service for Highways 1 and 92 as required by the applicable local
coastal program and Subsection D below.

No increase in water supply or distribution capacity shall be permitted within the CCWD
Service District in excess of the Phase I limitations specified in 4.A. above, unless the
existing or probable future capacity of other related infrastructure, including but not
limited to the San Mateo County Mid-Coast and City of Half Moon Bay regional
transportation system, is sufficient to adequately serve the level of development that
would be supported by the proposed increase in water supply and/or distribution capacity.
Adequate level of service for Highways 1 and 92 shall be defined, at minimum, as Level
of Service (LOS) C except during the peak two-hour commuting period and the ten-day
average peak recreational hour when LOS E is acceptable, unless the permittee must
abide by a stricter standard that is required under the applicable LCP at the time that such
permit application is considered.

5. Facility Decommissioning.

A. Within 180 days of completing installation of the final phase of the El Granada pipeline

B.

replacement project, the permittee shall, pursuant to an approved coastal development
permit, decommission and remove in its entirety the Frenchman’s Creek Pump Station.
Replacement of the next section of the existing 10-inch diameter El Granada pipeline
shall not occur until a coastal development permit application for decommissioning and
removal of the pump station has been filed as complete.

Upon completion of the EI Granada pipeline replacement project, the existing 10-inch El
Granada pipeline shall either be permanently sealed and abandoned in place or removed.

6. Regional Infrastructure Coordination.

A. The permittee shall coordinate with state, regional and local government agencies, public

utilities, and special districts to encourage the use of public and private infrastructure
facilities in a manner that is consistent with the policies of the California Coastal Act and
the City of Half Moon Bay and San Mateo County Local Coastal Programs.
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B. If the permittee can establish that sufficient capacity is reserved for priority land uses
consistent with the provisions of this coastal development permit, including Special
Condition 3 above, as well as the provisions of the applicable local coastal program(s),
the permittee is encouraged to propose to allow the use of available pipeline transmission
capacity for the purpose of reducing the dependence of existing development on
individual private wells within the urban Mid-Coast Region. Any proposal to use the
CCWD ElI Granada Pipeline to transport water to areas outside of the CCWD Service
District, as that service district was defined on January 1, 2003, shall require an
amendment to this coastal development permit.

4.0 FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS
4.1 Project Description

4.1.1 Project Location and Site Description

The portion of the pipeline to be replaced within the City of Half Moon Bay begins
approximately 0.65 miles north of the Highway 1 and Highway 92 intersection near downtown
Half Moon Bay and continues north for 2,200 feet along the east side of Frontage Road, which
lies parallel to Highway 1 on its west side. This 2,200-foot distance runs from a south terminus
near the south side of Sewer Plant Road to a north terminus approximately 200 feet north of
Wave Avenue. The 3,200-foot portion of the pipeline located in the County’s jurisdiction would
be constructed predominantly in County street right-of-ways between San Clemente Road and
Santiago Avenue (Exhibit 4).

4.1.1.1 CCWD Water System

CCWD'’s service area, shown in Exhibit 3, includes the City of Half Moon Bay and several
unincorporated coastal communities in San Mateo County, including Miramar, Princeton by the
Sea, and El Granada. The service area’s boundaries extend approximately 9.5 miles north to
south along the coast and 1.5 miles east to west. The service area boundaries for the less
extensive service area of the El Granada Pipeline are shown in Exhibit 4. Exhibit 3 also shows
various components of the CCWD system, including the Crystal Springs Pipeline (“CSP™),
CCWD’s two water treatment plants (in the south, the Nunes plant, and in the north, the
Denniston plant in EI Granada), the main transmission lines west of the Nunes plant, storage
tanks for treated water, pump stations, and wells.

Water is supplied to the CCWD service area by the Nunes treatment plant, located on Carter Hill
in Half Moon Bay, and the Denniston treatment plant, located in El Granada approximately 1.3
miles north of the Highway 1 and Highway 92 intersection. The Nunes treatment plant, with a
rated capacity of 3,125 gpm, or 4.5 mgd, and a normal operational production capacity,
according to CCWD, in excess of rated capacity during periods of low untreated water turbidity
during summer and fall months of 3,848 gpm, or 5.54 mgd, supplies the majority of the water
consumed in the CCWD service area.! The Nunes plant treats water pumped from the Pillarcitos
well field and the Crystal Springs Reservoir, which is connected to the Nunes plant by the CSP
(Exhibit 3).? The Crystal Springs Reservoir, in turn, is connected to and can receive water from

1 CCWD Year 2001 Water Supply Evaluation, at 11-7.
% The Nunes treatment plant was upgraded and the CSP constructed in 1994. Capacity of the expanded Nunes Water
treatment plant was limited to that needed to serve Phase | buildout; transmission capacity of the CSP was limited to
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the San Francisco water system. The CCWD has had this direct link to the San Francisco Water
Department’s Hetch Hetchy system since completion of the CSP in 1994. The normal summer
treatment capacity of the Nunes Plant of 3,848 gpm is the full, rated capacity of the CSP pump
station.> The Denniston treatment plant draws water from a CCWD well field and the Denniston
Reservoir, which collects water from Denniston Creek. The production capacity of the
Denniston plant, ranging seasonally from a maximum production rate of 700 gpm, or 0.50 mgd,
to 258 gpm, or 0.37 mgd, under drought conditions, is dependent on adequate water supply from
the Denniston well field and Denniston Reservoir and is substantially less than that of the Nunes
treatment plant.* Average August production from Denniston is 436 gpm, or 0.31 mgd. °

The normal annual production capacity after several normal years of precipitation, or “normal
yield,” of both plants is 1,086 mg, according to CCWD’s 2001 Water Supply Evaluation.
CCWD’s estimated “safe yield” from both plants, the annual production under drought
conditions, is 760 mg.’

The EI Granada transmission pipeline runs between the two CCWD treatment plants, and
supplies a large portion of the CCWD service area with water. At its southern end, treated water
is supplied from the Nunes Treatment Plant to the EI Granada and Main Street pipelines by the
Carter Hill West pipeline (Exhibit 3). The southern portion of the El Granada pipeline lies
within the City’s LCP jurisdiction; the northern portion is within San Mateo County. The El
Granada pipeline thus forms the backbone of the CCWD water transmission and delivery
infrastructure from Half Moon Bay northward and is critical to delivery of water to CCWD
customers. Flow within the existing El Granada pipeline is currently enhanced by the
Frenchman’s Creek booster pump, which was installed in 1972 when gravity flow within the
existing pipeline was no longer adequate to meet demand, and by a portable booster pump,
which is required to supplement flow at peak demand periods. The booster pump can pump 250
gpm southward and 350 gpm northward, and is operated northward under normal system
operation.

The EI Granada transmission line can be operated in several different modes, according to the
location of the available water source and prevailing water demand. Under normal
circumstances, the pipeline is operated bi-directionally, with treated water from the Denniston
plant flowing southward and treated water from the Nunes treatment plant flowing northward to
CCWD customers arrayed along the length of the pipeline and concentrated in Half Moon Bay
and El Granada. However, the pipeline can also be operated uni-directionally, for example,
under extreme drought conditions where the Denniston plant production capacity is reduced,
with water from the Nunes treatment flowing northward and supplying water for the entire
service area.

that need to serve long-term buildout under the County LCP. The Commission found in September 1985 that
appeals of San Mateo County permit CDP 84-68 did not raise a substantial issue of conformity with the County
LCP.

® CCWD Year 2001 Water Supply Evaluation, at 11-7.

* CCWD Year 2001 Water Supply Evaluation, at 11-6.

> CCWD Evaluation of Future Scenarios for the Water Distribution System (“Future Scenarios”), at 5-6.

® CCWD Year 2001 Water Supply Evaluation, at 11-5. CCWD’s Evaluation of Future Scenarios gives a slightly
higher normal annual yield of 1,093 mg. (Future Scenarios, at B-1).

" CCWD Year 2001 Water Supply Evaluation, at 11-5. CCWD’s Evaluation of Future Scenarios gives a lower
annual safe yield of 730 mg. (Future Scenarios, at B-1).
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The pipeline is augmented by several storage tanks placed along the length of the pipeline, with a
total, existing storage capacity of 8.05 million gallons. These storage tanks serve to maintain
system pressure and meet water demand during peak periods when demand exceeds production
capacity. In addition to providing water storage for “operating reserve” (the difference between
supply capacity and peak demand rates), the tanks serve to meet fire flows and provide an
emergency reserve for equipment and/or facilities outages. Although a recent CCWD study of
future system operations indicates that existing storage capacity is less than required to meet all
excess capacity needs by 0.34 million gallons,® CCWD staff has verbally indicated to
Commission staff that due to overlaps in transmission pipeline pressure zones existing storage
capacity is in fact adequate for system needs.

On the demand side of the equation, the number of water connections served by CCWD has
increased steadily for the last several decades.” There are presently a total of 6,169 water service
connections installed. CCWD has water treatment plant capacity for an additional 1,900
connections, of which 1,416 have been purchased (1,314 non-priority, 102 priority connections),
over next 15 to 20 years. 1,052 of the 1,416 connections that have already purchased, but not yet
installed, are within the El Granada pipeline service area. Of these, 510 are in the County, and
542 in the City. Thus the total currently projected number of water connections at LCP build-out
is the sum of the 6,169 currently installed connections plus 1,900 additional connections, or a
total of 8,069 connections.™

CCWD’s future water demand projections for its system modeling are based on 6,150 current
connections as of November 6, 2001 plus 1,416 connections sold but not installed, a total of
7,566 meters.* These demand projections, derived as the number of equivalent meters
multiplied by average water sales per meter for the period from July 1, 1999 to June 30, 2000,
are discussed in detail below.

“Unmetered water,” the difference between water produced and water sold, which includes water
lost to leakage and water used for fire suppression, has historically varied widely.* CCWD
assumed a figure for unaccounted-for water of 7 percent of production in calculating future
system demand.®™

4.1.2 EIl Granada Pipeline Replacement

The proposed development, located within the City of Half Moon Bay and the San Mateo
County, involves replacement of two sections of the existing, 10-inch EI Granada water

® Future Scenarios, Table 4, at 7.

° From 2,163 connections in 1970, by June 30, 2000 CCWD had 5,527 connections installed. As of November 6,
2001, CCWD served 6,150 installed connections, and had sold, but not yet installed, 1,416 connections. Future
Scenarios, at 5.

19 Fyture Scenarios, at 5. (CCWD’s earlier Urban Water Management Plan, 2000-2005, gives total projected
connections in 2020 of 7,314, with a corresponding annual demand of 1,052 mg, or about 394 gallons per
connection per day).

! Future Scenarios, at 5. This report defines an equivalent meter as “a 5/8-inch meter or the number of 5/8-inch
meters that would have the same rated maximum capacity as that of a larger meter. For example, a 5/8-inch meter
has a rated maximum capacity of 20 gallons per minute (gpm) and a 1-inch meter has a rated maximum capacity of
50 gpm. A 1-inch meter is considered to be 2.5 equivalent meters (50/20 = 2.5).”

12 CCWD Year 2001 Water Supply Evaluation, App. D., Table 4.

3 Future Scenarios, at B-3.
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transmission pipeline with new, 16-inch pipe. Two thousand, two hundred lineal feet of the
pipeline would be constructed on the east side of the Frontage Road from the south side of Sewer
Plant Road to approximately 200 feet north of Wave Avenue in Half Moon Bay. The remaining
3,200 lineal feet of the proposed project would be constructed predominantly in County street
right-of-ways between San Clemente Road and Santiago Avenue. The proposed development is
the first phase of the planned, eventual replacement of the entire, approximately 3.5-mile long El
Granada pipeline, running from the Carter Hill West Pipeline and Nunes Water Treatment Plant
in Half Moon Bay to Storage Tank No. 1 near the Denniston Water Treatment Plant in El
Granada. These two projects would be the first phase of the planned replacement of the entire
3.5-mile long 10-inch diameter water transmission pipeline that connects CCWD’s Nunes and
Denniston Treatment Plants.

A future, segment of pipeline would connect to the south end of the section of pipe proposed to
be replaced under CDP A-1-HMB-99-20 in the City and run south to terminate approximately
900 feet northeast of the Highway 1 and Highway 92 intersection, near the north end of Main
Street at Lewis Foster Drive. The remaining approximately 2% miles of piping would connect as
part of a future project to the north end of the currently proposed replacement section within the
City and extend north to terminate at CCWD’s existing El Granada Water Storage Tank No. 1 in
unincorporated San Mateo County, approximately 1.3 miles north of the city limits.

The existing, 10-inch transmission pipeline, with a total length of 18,600 feet, runs from the
western terminus of the Carter Hill West Pipeline in Half Moon Bay to near the Denniston
treatment plant in EI Granada and supplies water for residential, commercial, agricultural,
industrial and fire safety use within the majority of the CCWD service area. Originally built in
1947, the existing pipeline is now over 50 years old and has exceeded its useful service life. As
part of the project, the old pipeline would be abandoned (taken out of service, sealed, and left in
place). The replacement pipeline segments that are the subject of these appeals would be
installed in a 3-foot-deep trench next to the old pipeline. The project also includes the transfer of
existing distribution pipeline connections to the new pipe along with installation of new fire
hydrants, valves and other supporting facilities.

4.2 Matching Public Works Capacity to Anticipated Demand for Services

The Half Moon Bay (Half Moon Bay) and San Mateo County (San Mateo County) Local Coastal
Program Land Use Plans both contain policies that limit the development and expansion of
public works facilities to the capacity required to serve the demand generated by the level of
development allowable under buildout of the LCPs. They also require the phasing of
infrastructure improvements so that various public works capacities are synchronized and not
growth inducing in a manner that conflict with each other. These policies form the standard of
review under the City and County LCPs for determining the size of the proposed El Granada
Pipeline relative to future demand for water service.

4.2.1.1 Half Moon Bay LUP Policies

Policy 10-3

The City shall limit development or expansion of public works facilities to a
capacity which does not exceed that needed to serve build-out of the Land Use
Plan, and require the phased development of public works facilities in
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accordance with phased development policies in Section 9 and the probable
capacity of other public works facilities.

Policy 10-6

The City shall limit the size of each permitted public works facility to that size and
capacity required for the extent and amount of development existing and
proposed within the first two phases of development as shown on Table 9.3.

Policy 10-9

The City will support an increase in the water supply to capacity which will
provide for, but not exceed, the amount needed to support build-out of the Land
Use Plan of the City and County within the Coastside County Water District.

Policy 10-10

The City will support the phased development of water supply facilities (chiefly
pumping stations and water treatment facilities) so as to minimize the financial
burden on existing residents and avoid growth-inducing impacts, so long as
adequate capacity is provided to meet the City needs in accordance with the
phased development policies (including expected development to the year 2000)
and allocations for floriculture.

4.2.1.2 San Mateo County LUP Policies
2.6 Capacity Limits

Limit development or expansion of public works facilities to a capacity which
does not exceed that needed to serve buildout of the Local Coastal Program.

2.7 Phased Development of Public Works Facilities

Require the phased development of public works facilities in order to insure that
permitted public works capacities are limited to serving needs generated by
development which is consistent with the Local Coastal Program policies.

2.9 Phase | Capacity Limits

Base the first phase capacity of public works facilities on documentable and
short-term need (approximately 20 years or less) consistent with the Local
Coastal Program. Monitor the needs of existing land uses and use these results
and the existing and probable future capacity of related public works and
services to document the need.

2.11 Monitoring of Phase |

a. Require that public agencies, utilities or special districts monitor the needs of
land uses for public works capacity during Phase 1.

b. Notify affected public agencies, utilities and special districts of the
requirements for monitoring included in this plan.

2.12 Timing and Capacity of Later Phases

a. Use the results of Phase | monitoring to determine the timing and capacity of
later phase(s).

b. Guide timing by allowing later phase(s) to begin when Phase | capacity has
been or will be consumed within the time period required to construct
additional capacity.

c. Establish the capacity by: (1) estimating the capacity needed to serve the
land use plan at buildout, (2) considering the availability of related public
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2.13

2.25

2.26

2.27

2.28

2.29

works to establish whether capacity increases would overburden the existing
and probable future capacity of other public works and (3) considering the
availability of funds.

d. Require every phase to go through the development review process.

Coordination with the City of Half Moon Bay

Coordinate with the City of Half Moon Bay's certified Local Coastal Program to
take into consideration the policies of the City’s LCP when determining: (1)
Phase | sewer capacity and (2) when and how much to increase the capacity of
all public works facilities after Phase I.

Phase | Capacity Limits

Require that Phase | capacity not exceed the water supply which: (1) serves the
development which can be sewered by the Phase | 2.0 mgd adwf sewer capacity
allocated for Mid-Coast areas within the urban boundary and (2) meets the
documented needs of floriculturalists within the existing Coastside County Water
District Service Area. Use recent data on the amount of water consumed by land
use to determine the actual water supply capacity allowed.

Monitoring of Phase |

Require that the water service providers, presently Coastside County Water
District (CCWD) and the Citizens Utilities Company (CUC), monitor: (1) the
actual amount of water consumption by land use, and (2) the rate of growth of
new development. Require them to submit an annual data report to the County
summarizing the results of this monitoring.

Timing and Capacity of Later Phases

a. Use the results of Phase | monitoring to determine the timing and capacity of
later phase(s).

b. Guide timing by allowing later phase(s) to begin when Phase | capacity has
been consumed or will be consumed within the time required to construct
additional water supply capacity.

c. Establish the capacity by: (1) estimating the water supply capacity needed to
serve the land use plan at buildout, (2) considering the availability of related
public works and whether expansion of the water supply would overburden
the existing and probable future capacity of other public works and (3)
considering the availability of funds.

Phase | Capacity Allocations

Require, as a condition of permit approval, that the Phase | capacity to a
particular area does not exceed the proportion of buildout that Phase | sewage
treatment allocations permit.

Reservation of Capacity for Priority Land Uses

a. Reserve water supplies for each land use given priority by the Coastal Act or
the Local Coastal Program. These priority uses are shown on Table 2.17.
Amend this table to reflect all changes in the Land Use Plan which affect
these land uses.

b. For each phase of water supply development, reserve capacity adequate to
allow each priority land use to develop to the percent of buildout allowed by
the phase.
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c. Allow capacity to be reallocated to non-priority land uses in accordance with
Policy 2.8.

2.35 Pipeline Project Proposal

a. Require, if a pipeline to Crystal Springs or San Andreas Lake is proposed to
increase water supplies, assurance from CCWD and the San Francisco
Water Department of the long-range availability of the water supply.

b. Require the phased development of pump stations and treatment facilities in
accordance with Policy 2.25.

c. Require that the pipeline size not exceed the closest nominal size to what is
required to carry peak daily demand at buildout.

d. Require that storage facilities be located consistent with LCP policies,
particularly the Agricultural, Sensitive Habitats and Hazards Components.

4.2.2 Planning Horizon

The term buildout can be interpreted to mean the maximum level of development allowable
under the applicable land use plans and zoning. Under this interpretation, public works facilities
would be designed to serve existing development plus the maximum level of additional
development that could occur under current land use policies and zoning with no consideration to
the time horizon required to reach this theoretical buildout level. This is the interpretation
proposed by CCWD in its review of the proposed pipeline replacement project for conformity
with the Half Moon Bay and San Mateo County LCPs.

Because the accuracy of growth projections decreases further into the future and because such
factors as new technologies, and regulatory and social changes may significantly alter future per
capita demand for public services, demand projections over too great a time horizon are likely to
be inaccurate. Development of public works capacity in excess of that required to serve the
actual demand generated by development may contribute to future pressure for plan changes to
accommodate increased development and/or to accelerate the rate of growth.

The explanatory text of the Half Moon Bay LCP prefacing the Development policies summarizes
this fundamental point:

The projections are viewed, therefore, as a target rather than a commitment. In
addition, Section 9.4 of this Land Use Plan limits new residential development in
the City to a maximum annual population growth of 3%. Based upon the 1990
U.S. Census, this maximum 3% annual population growth equates to
approximately 103 dwelling units per year in the initial year.

The Land Use Plan seeks to provide for such projected development, to the extent
consistent with specific Coastal Act resource protection policies, City objectives,
and the timely availability of services to support such development. The actual
ability of the City to accommodate new development during the second 10 years
of the forecast period may be limited by the availability of increased water
supplies to the mid-coastside, expansion of the sewer system and improvements to
transportation systems serving Half Moon Bay.

In recognition of the potential growth-inducing effects of public works development, both the
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Half Moon Bay and San Mateo County LCPs require phased development of new and expanded
public works facilities. For example, San Mateo County LUP Policy 2.7 states: “Require the
phased development of public works facilities in order to insure that permitted public works
capacities are limited to serving the needs generated by development which is consistent with the
Local Coastal Program policies.” Half Moon Bay LUP Policy 10-10 states: “The City will
support the phased development of water supply facilities (chiefly pumping stations and water
treatment facilities) so as to minimize the financial burden on existing residents and avoid
growth-inducing impacts, so long as adequate capacity is provided to meet the City needs in
accordance with the phased development policies (including expected development to the year
2000) and allocations for floriculture.” However, while both LCPs require the phased
development of infrastructure, neither plan specifically defines the planning horizon to be used
for this purpose.

Half Moon Bay LUP Policy 10-6 limits public works expansion projects to “the first two phases
of development as shown on Table 9.3,” and Table 9.3 shows population growth in the City for
the period of 1990 through 2020. LCP buildout is also addressed in Tables 1.1 and 1.2 of the
Half Moon Bay LUP, both of which project anticipated levels of development within the city.
Table 1.1, Maximum Housing and Population Half Moon Bay Land Use Plan, projects
population growth and residential development in the City through 2020 based on a maximum
annual population growth rate of 3%. Table 1.2, Half Moon Bay Maximum Projected Housing
and Population Mid-Coastside Urban Areas, projects growth in both the incorporated and
unincorporated areas of the Mid-Coast over a 20-year period from 1980 through 2000. None of
the policies or tables in the Half Moon Bay LUP related to growth and buildout address
development beyond 2020. San Mateo County LUP Policy 2.9 states: “Base the first phase
capacity of public works facilities on documentable and short-term need (approximately 20 years
or less) consistent with the Local Coastal Program.”

In reviewing the proposed development, the Commission must apply both the planning horizon
of approximately 20 years or less from San Mateo County LUP Policy 2.9 along with the
buildout and phasing projections through 2020 contained in the Half Moon Bay LCP. Consistent
with these policies, the Commission finds that under both the San Mateo County and Half Moon
Bay LCPs for purposes of reviewing the proposed development, the term buildout as used in the
above-cited policies must be interpreted to mean the next phase of buildout reasonably likely to
occur under the LCPs by the year 2020 within the area served by the proposed pipeline.
Therefore, in accordance with the above-cited policies requiring the phased development of
public works facilities, the capacity of the proposed water transmission pipeline must not exceed
the demand for water necessary to serve the anticipated level of development in 2020.

But the phasing requirements of the LCP polices of Half Moon Bay and San Mateo County are
also clear that increases in critical infrastructure capacities should be synchronized through
“Phase 1”, before embarking on new infrastructure projects for a theoretical “Phase 2”. This is
clear in San Mateo County LCP Policies 2.9, 2.11 and particularly 2.12, which requires that the
results of monitoring Phase 1 development trends be used to determine the timing and capacity
of later phases. So, for example, the Crystal Springs Water Supply project was intended to
provide water connections for the anticipated growth of Phase 1, defined as the amount of water
to serve the Phase 1 2.0 mgd sewer capacity for the Mid-Coast areas (Policy 2.25). However,
before building infrastructure that might provide capacity beyond this Phase 1 number, the LCP
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requires that the County “consider[] the availability of related public works to establish whether
capacity increases would overburden the existing and probable future capacity of other public
works...” (2.12c). Thus, precisely because of the inherent uncertainty of buildout projections, the
LCP established a monitoring system and requirement for phased, synchronized infrastructure
development to guard against excessive growth inducing projects. More important, this LCP
growth management system provides a mechanism to assure that specific parts of the County and
City infrastructure system do not out grow or provide capacity beyond other parts of the system.
This is out of recognition that excess capacity in a system component (such as water supply)
might further aggravate a system that is potentially at its limits (for example, highway capacity).

The Half Moon Bay LCP also recognizes this methodology in the explanatory text prefacing its
public services chapter. While it is clear that the LCP allows for infrastructure projects that meet
a reasonably foreseeable buildout scenario, particularly for major supply projects such as the
Crystal Springs project, it is also clear that the LCP policies are intended to guard against growth
inducing capacities, particularly for other types of infrastructure projects such as distribution
pipelines. And again, the importance of “recalibrating” the public infrastructure system during
Phase 1 is critical. The LCP states:

While it is not desirable to construct more public works capacity than required, it
is also not cost-effective to underestimate potential demand by such an amount
that subsequent costly expansions will be needed within a short time-period.
Construction of excessive capacity poses problems of excessive financial burden
and pressure for growth in excess of that proposed to be accommodated. On the
other hand, provision of inadequate capacity to accommodate expected needs
within a reasonable time horizon related to the useful life of the facilities can
result in overburdened facilities and ““stop” and ““start” development practices
resulting from unexpected service moratoria which are detrimental to orderly
growth. Of even greater importance is coordinated phasing of public works
capacity increases so that expansion of one service does not result in growth
which cannot be accommodated by another. This is also essential in order to
provide for reasonable, orderly growth in increments which the City and special
service districts can monitor and handle without a burden on other services, such
as fire and police services. The necessary response to this problem is
coordination of facility expansions and management of new development on an
incremental basis.

The Plan proposes to phase both public works capacity increases and new
development in order to maintain balance between them. The phasing of
development over time is incorporated in the policies of Section 9, Development.
The policies in this section are intended to support and reinforce this phased
development plan. However, it is neither desirable nor feasible to phase or limit
all early capacity expansions in line with a specific target period of growth, such
as 10 years or 20 years. The appropriate amount of capacity to be provided
depends on the relative costs and financial impacts associated with construction
of varying levels of capacity in relation to future potential demand. In the case of
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water supply improvements, major projects required to increase overall available
supply cannot be undertaken in small increments, either technically or cost-
effectively. However, some types of water delivery facilities can and may
appropriately be phased in order to minimize additional cost and possible
growth-inducing pressures. Road improvements are susceptible to a more refined
phasing approach, within limits. There are a variety of potential improvements,
and moderate increases in capacity can be achieved prior to commitments to
significant changes in highway facilities, pending greater certainty about needs
and possibly increased transit patronage. Generally, sewage treatment plant
capacities can be expanded in increments, although detailed cost analysis is
necessary to determine the relative benefits of commitments to specific capacities.
[Emphasis added.]

In any event, to understand whether the proposed CCWD pipeline is appropriately sized, it is
important to understand both the relationship of the project to anticipated growth over the next
twenty years, and its relation to other parts of the public infrastructure system.

First, determining whether the proposed 16-inch pipeline is appropriately sized to accommodate
growth over a 20-year planning horizon (starting in 2000 and ending in 2020) involves a
comparison of the projected water demand in 2020 on the one hand, with pipeline transmission
capacity on the other. An analysis of projected water demand and pipeline transmission capacity
is presented in the following sections.

4.2.3 2020 Projected Growth

Both the San Mateo County and City of Half Moon Bay certified LCPs provide a starting point
for understanding the question of projected water demand in the CCWD service area in 2020.
Tables 1.1 and 9.3 of the City’s LCP show that at the time of certification (1985) the projected
buildout population and number of housing units was estimated to be 20,857 to 21,065 and 7,991
to 8,071 respectively in the City by 2020.**®> These housing unit numbers and corresponding
population were based on the estimated theoretical maximum buildout allowed under the LCP at
the time of certification (2,726 units existing in 1985 plus a maximum of 5,265 to 5,345 potential
new units). The phasing or rate of increase in population was based on a projected 3% annual
growth rate under Measure A (Exhibit 5, Appendix B). Table 9.1 further breaks down the
number of potential new units by geographic area in the City.

Similarly, the San Mateo County LCP projects buildout for different areas of the coastal zone,
including for the portion of the CCWD water service area in the County. The CCWD
Engineering Master Plan looks directly to the County’s water usage projections contained in San
Mateo County LUP Table 2.10 to estimate water usage at LUP buildout. These water usage
projections are based on the County’s growth projections at buildout in the area served by
CCWD, and are broken down by land use type. Residential growth within the County’s Mid-
Coast is regulated by San Mateo County LUP Policy 1.22a, which sets annual growth limits for

1 The LUP’s population projections are based on an assumed average household size of 2.61 persons per household
taken from 1990 ABAG and San Mateo County household size estimates corresponding to the 1990 Census tally.
Household size assumptions are discussed separately below.
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the Mid-Coast of 125 new units per year “unless the County Board of Supervisors makes the
finding that water, schools and other public works have sufficient capacity to accommodate
additional growth.”

Although each LCP contains estimates of theoretical buildout, both City and County are engaged
in an LCP update process, which may significantly reduce these buildout targets. This is
important to consider in evaluating the CCWD project. In particular, the City has expressed
concern that obsolete buildout numbers were used to size and justify the pipe expansion. The
City also points to an inconsistency in the LCP between the stated buildout levels and the rate of
growth permissible under the its new local growth control law Measure D. The City asserts that
under the rate of growth permissible under Measure D, it would take 60 years to reach buildout,
well in excess of the LCP’s recommended 20-year planning horizon.

The Commission agrees that the growth projections contained in the LCPs are out of date and do
not reflect plan changes, including new growth control measures, that are likely to be
implemented in the near future. Nor do they include updates to reflect developments that may
have occurred at lower densities then originally projected, or that may not ever occur due to
changed circumstances. Thus, the Commission finds that in order to rationally evaluate the
proposed CCWD pipeline replacement, it is necessary to review the buildout projections
contained in the LCPs in light of current information regarding actual past and likely future
growth rates and the pending plan updates.

One method for calculating projected water demand involves determining the anticipated level of
development in 2020 and the corresponding water usage for the various types of development.
The EI Granada pipeline serves both residential uses (single-family and multidwelling units) and
nonresidential uses (marine related, floriculture, beaches and parks, recreation, restaurants,
commercial, hotel and motels, schools, and irrigation). Growth rates and water usage differ
between these two general use categories. Accordingly, projected growth of water demand
ideally should be calculated separately for residential and nonresidential uses. In addition, water
usage can be calculated as a daily average and a peak daily average. Thus, total projected
average and peak water demand in 2020 will equal the sum of future residential and
nonresidential average and peak water demands. More specifically, the Commission's analysis
involves the following seven steps:

1. Project residential growth in the City and County portions served by the El Granada
pipeline to find total population within the service area in 2020;

2. Estimate average daily water usage per capita;

3. Multiply the total projected population by the average daily water usage per capita to find

total daily average water demand for residential uses in 2020;

Estimate and project daily average water use for nonresidential uses;

Add projected daily average water demand for residential uses and projected average

daily water demand for nonresidential uses to find total daily average water demand for

pipeline service area;

6. Find peak water demand by multiplying average daily water demand by a range of peak
day multipliers; and

7. Correct for unmetered water.

S
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As detailed below, following the above steps, the range of average water demand for the CCWD
El Granada service area ranges from 1.83 million gallons of water per day (mgd) to 2.04 mgd,
and peak water demand ranges from 2.74 mgd to 3.88 mgd in the year 2020.

4.2.3.1 2020 Population

The first use category for which growth by 2020 needs to be projected is residential (single-
family and multi-unit dwellings). As noted above, the El Granada pipeline serves residential
populations in both Half Moon Bay and San Mateo County. The City and County LCPs both
contain policies that control population growth; however, their approach is somewhat different.
The County controls growth under LCP Policy 1.22, which limits the number of building permits
in the Mid-Coast per year to 125, while the City controls the rate of growth by restricting the
allowed population increase to 3% per year under LCP Policy 9.4. Since the City and County
LCPs use different approaches to control the rate of growth, it is necessary to calculate the
projected population for the portions of the El Granada pipeline in the City and County
separately.

In addition, as a noted in Section 4.2.2, both the County and City will likely make the current
LCP growth control measures more restrictive through anticipated plan amendments and
updates. Presently, County planners are reevaluating the County’s annual growth rate limitations
in LUP Policy 1.22, as well as the buildout figures given in the certified LCP as part of an LCP
update process. More specifically, County planners have recommended, and the County is
presently considering, substantially lowering the annual growth rate from 125 building permits to
between 30 to 80 permits per year. The City has already significantly lowered the rate of growth
permissible by reducing it from 3% to 1% under the recently approved local growth control
initiative Measure D. Although the measure has yet to be certified by the Commission, staff
anticipates it will become part of the LCP in some form. Lowering the number of building
permits allowed per year within the County's Mid-Coast region under LCP Policy 1.22 and
lowering the 3% growth rate allowed in the City to 1% would significantly lower the projected
total population and dwelling units for 2020. To understand the question of appropriate utility
sizing, it is informative to calculate the projected population in 2020 under various scenarios,
including applying the growth control limits from the certified LCP, as well as the more
restrictive limits, which will likely be implemented following LCP amendments, and/or
comprehensive LCP updates.

4.2.3.2 Half Moon Bay Population projections for 2020

CCWD provides water to the entire City of Half Moon Bay; however, the El Granada pipeline
only serves the portion north of Highway 92. Using the US census data, Commission staff
calculates that the approximate population in the areas within the city served by the pipeline in
2000 was 5,409. Under the certified LCP Policy 9.4, growth is allowed to occur up to 3% a year.
Therefore, using the estimated base 2000 population of 5,409, the total projected population in
the service area would equal 10,062 in 2020 under a 3% growth scenario.

This projected population, though, exceeds the theoretical maximum buildout in the certified
LCP. As discussed previously, Table 9.1 in the Half Moon Bay LCP lists both existing units and
the maximum potential new units that could occur in various sub-areas of the City, including
areas within the El Granada service area. Thus, it is possible to calculate the estimated
maximum amount of development allowed at buildout by adding the total number of existing
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units within the service area to the maximum number of potential units, which totals 2,936 units.
Further, an estimated maximum population for the City’s El Granada pipeline service area can
also be projected by multiplying this maximum potential number of units by a number of persons
per household conversion factor. According to the 2000 Census, average household size in Half
Moon Bay is 2.75 persons per household in 2000. Using this factor, there would be an
approximate population of 8074 in the City portion of the El Granada pipeline service area —
considerably less than the straight 3% growth projection of 10,062. In other words, this area of
the City would be builtout well before 2020 at 3% annual growth (approximately 2013-14)

Whereas the population estimate of 8074 establishes an upper range for the 2020 population in
the City’s El Granada pipeline service area, the lower end of a range can be estimated by
assuming implementation of the lower 1% growth rate required by the as yet uncertified Measure
D passed by the voters.. . Projecting growth at a 1% rate from the base 2000 population of
equals 6,666. Thus, as shown in the Table 1 below, the projected population in 2020 within the
City portion of El Granada pipeline service area would range from 6,666 (Scenario B) to 8,074
(Scenario A).

Table 1
Growth Scenarios 2020 Population
Half Moon Bay Service Area
Growth Scenario A (3% Annual Increase) 8,074
Growth Scenario B (1% Annual Increase) 6,666

4.2.3.3 San Mateo County Mid-Coast 2020

In San Mateo County, the El Granada pipeline serves the communities of EI Granada, Miramar,
and Princeton-by-the-Sea. According to the most recent census data, the population in these
communities in 2000 totaled 5,412. As indicated by the February 2002 Mid-Coast Local Coastal
Program up (LCP) Update Project document, the maximum potential for growth at buildout is
1,140 units. Using the same persons per household conversion factor of 2.75, employed in the
calculations related to the City, the total number of additional population at buildout would be
3,135. This document shows that a maximum of 930 additional units could be developed in El
Granada and 210 units in Miramar." Within the Mid-Coast, the undeveloped lots in El Granada
and Miramar represent 52% of potential units. Whether all the units are developed by 2020
depends on how growth control limits are applied and whether the growth limits become more
restrictive through the LCP update process. Thus, to determine the potential new units/people
over a 20 year planning horizon, it is necessary to consider impacts of LCP growth control limits.

As stated above, San Mateo County LCP Policy 1.22 limits the number of building permits per
year; however, the policy does not specify how those permits should be distributed throughout
the various communities of the Mid-Coast. Thus, it is possible, although highly unlikely that
development could concentrate on an annual basis in El Granada and Miramar. It is more
realistic that growth would be spread evenly throughout the various communities of the Mid-
Coast, which also include Montara and Moss Beach. In this case, development may occur at a
rate proportional to the total amount of growth potential in the Mid-Coast (i.e. 52% of new
growth is allocated to El Granada and Miramar). Considering growth limitations of 125 permits

15 Princeton-by-the-Sea does not contain land zoned for residential uses; those residential uses that currently exist
are nonconforming.
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per year under the current LCP and 80 permits per year under an updated LCP, as well as how
new development is distributed annually throughout the Mid-Coast, population growth could be
calculated in the following four ways:

C. The County allocates the entire 125 permits allowed under LCP Policy 1.22 to the El
Granada and Miramar areas;

D. The County allocates 65 permits (52% of the 125 permits allowed per year) to El
Granada and Miramar;

E. The County allocates 80 permits per year of allowed under an updated LCP, are allocated
to the EI Granada and Miramar with the areas; and

F. The County allocates 42 permits, (52% of the 80 permits allowed per year under updated
LCP) to the El Granada and Miramar areas.

Table 2 below lists additional units that could be developed in ElI Granada and Miramar by 2020
under Scenarios C, D, E, and F and the increased population that could result from the
development of those units. To calculate the total amount of additional units that could result by
2020, the number of permits allocated per year to EI Granada and Miramar under Scenarios C
through F were multiplied by 20 (the results are presented in the second column of the table
below). Multiplying the additional units allowed under each growth scenario (Column 2 in the
table below) by 2.75 persons per household gives the total number of residents that could be
added to the County areas served by pipeline under each growth scenario (totals found in third
column of Table 2).

4.2.3.3.1 Table2

Growth Scenarios 2020 Maximum Units | 2020 Maximum Population
Growth Scenario C (125 permits per year) 1,140 3,135
Growth Scenario D (65 permits per year-52% of 125) 1,140 3,135
Growth Scenario E (80 permits per year) 1,140 3,135
Growth Scenario F (42 permits per year -52% of 80) 840 2,310

Under Growth Scenarios C, D, and E, all of the remaining units in EI Granada and Miramar
could be developed by 2020; however, calculating growth using Scenario F, only 840 units of the
potential 1,140 could be developed. Therefore, Scenarios C through F present a potential
residential population increase of 2,310 to 3,135 as shown in the third column above.

In addition to this potential growth, two parcels exist within the service area that are exempt
from LCP Policy 1.22 growth limits and could be developed by 2020: (1) Moss Beach Highlands
site, which could result in 128 new units and 352 people (128 multiplied by 2.75 persons per
household), and (2) El Granada site, which could result in 104 new units and 286 people (104
multiplied by 2.75 persons per household). Together, if the affordable housing sites are both
developed before 2020, they could introduce an additional 232 units/638 people to the pipeline
service area.

To calculate the total potential population increase by 2020, it is necessary to add the potential
population increases shown in Column 3 of Table 2 to the potential population increase from the
development of the affordable housing sites (638 persons), as shown in Table 3 below.

Table 3
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Growth Scenario F ScenarioC,D & E
Projected population increase under growth scenarios 2,310 3,135
Projected population increase from affordable housing 638 638
Total projected population 2,948 3,773

The population growth allowed within the County section of the El Granada pipeline service area
under the current and potentially updated LCP Policy 1.22 and the exempt affordable housing
sites represent a range of 2,948 to 3,773 within the County section of the El Granada pipeline
service area as shown in the third row of Table 3 above. Adding the figures for new potential
growth to the 5,412 population figure from the 2000 census, the Commission concludes that the
total projected population in the County section served by the pipeline could range from 8,360 to
9,185 in 2020 as shown in the Table 4 below:

Table 4
Growth Scenario F | Growth Scenarios C, D & E
2000 population 5,412 5,412
Projected 2020 population increase (from Table 3) 2,948 3,773
Total projected 2020 population 8,360 9,185

4.2.3.4 Total Projected 2020 Population within Project Service Area

Calculating the total projected population within the service area, involves adding the 2020
projected population for the City under Growth Scenarios A and B and the projected population
for the County under Growth Scenarios C through F. It should be noted that although four
growth scenarios are evaluated for the County, the maximum potential development of 1,440
units will be reached before 2020 under each of the Growth Scenarios C, D, and E. Therefore
only two possible population figures 8,360 (Scenario F) and 9,185 (Scenarios C, D, & E) are
projected.

Table 5 below presents a range of projected populations in the service area in 2020. The first
column lists the projected population totals under Growth Scenarios A and B and the second
column lists the two projected populations within the County. The third column gives the ranges
of total projected population, which results from adding Column 1 to Column 2. The extreme
ends of the range are in bold.

Table 5
Half Moon Bay 2020 Population | San Mateo County 2020 Total 2020 Service Area Population
Population
6666 (Growth Scenario B) 8,360 (Growth Scenario F) 15,026 (B + F)
8074 (Growth Scenario A) 8,360 (Growth Scenario F) 16,434 (A+ F)
6666 (Growth Scenario B) 9,186 (Growth Scenarios C, D, 15,851 (A+C, D, E)
and E)
8074 (Growth Scenario A) 9,186 (Growth Scenarios C, D, 17,259 (A+C, D, E)
and E)
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4.2.4 2020 Water Demand

The next step in assessing 2020 water demand in the project service area involves projecting
both residential and non-residential water use based on the foregoing population growth
forecasts.

4.2.4.1 Residential Use

CCWD has provided data summarizing actual, average daily residential usage on an annual basis
for the period from 1975 to 2002. According to CCWD's published information, the average
daily usage figure per single-family residence for the last 27 years, 1975 through 2002, was 247
gallons per residence per day. Given the household size of 2.75 persons per household, the daily
per capita usage figure for this period is 89.8 gallons.

In order to find the total projected daily water demand for residential uses in 2020 within the
pipeline service area, it is necessary to multiply the range of projected population for 2020 found
in Table 5 by the daily water usage per capita (89.8 gallons per day). In Table 6 below, Column
1 list the projected population in 2020 under the various growth scenarios and Column 2 list the
daily per capita water usage multiplier of 89.8 gallons. The last column presents the results of
multiplying the projected population figures (Column 1) by the daily per capita water usage
amount of 89.8 (Column 2).

Table 6
Total 2020 project pop. in service area under Daily per capita Average water demand for
various growth scenarios water usage residential uses in 2020
15,036 (B)(F) 89.8 gpd 1.35 mgd
16,434 (A)(F) 89.8 gpd 1.48 mgd
15,851 (B)(C,D,E) 89.8 gpd 1.42 mgd
17,259 (A)(C,D,E) 89.8 gpd 1.55 mgd

As shown in Table 6 above, projected year 2020 average daily residential water use in the
pipeline service area ranges from 1.35 millions of gallons per day to 1.55 millions of gallons per
day depending on the different growth assumptions discussed above (the extreme ends of the
range are in bold).

4.2.4.2 Nonresidential Use

CCWD serves a variety of nonresidential uses including floriculture, beaches and parks,
recreation, marine related, restaurants, commercial, hotels and motels, schools, and irrigation.
CCWD provided actual nonresidential water usage from the pipeline service area for the months
of June, July, August, and September from the year 2002. Total water usage for these four
months totaled 43.83 the millions of gallons, which is approximately an average 359,262 gallons
per day.

4.2.4.3 Total Projected Water Demand in 2020

Taking the sum of the range of projected average water demand in 2020 for (1) residential uses
and (2) nonresidential uses, produces a total average projected water demand for the pipeline
service area. Table 7 below presents the range of total projected water demand in 2020. Column
1 lists the range of projected water demand for residential uses found in Table 6. In parentheses,
adjacent to each of the projected water demands are the letters that correspond to the various
growth scenarios used to derive each total. Column 2 contains the projected water demand for
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nonresidential uses. The last column provides the projected average water demand in 2020 for
all uses within the service area. These totals are the sum of projected residential and non-
residential demand, which produces a range from 1.71 millions of gallons per day to 1.91
millions of gallons per day.

Table 7

Projected average Projected average Total projected

water demand for water demand for average water demand

residential uses in nonresidential uses in | in pipeline service area

2020 2020 in 2020

1.35 mgd (B)(F) 0.36 mgd 1.71 mgd
1.42 mgd (B)(C,D,E) 0.36 mgd 1.78 mgd
1.48 mgd (A)(F) 0.36 mgd 1.84 mgd
1.55 mgd (A)(C,D,E) 0.36 mgd 1.91 mgd

4.2.4.4 Peak Demand

Peak daily demand is the term used to describe the system water requirements during hot
weather days when water usage is the highest for the year. More precisely, peak demand is the
maximum water volume drawn from the system over a 24-hour period. CCWD uses three
separate peak day multipliers in calculating peak day demand. The 1997 Engineering Master
Plan Report uses a multiplier of 150% to determine current peak day demand, and a multiplier of
180% to determine future peak day demand. The February 2002 Future Scenarios Report uses a
maximum day to average day ratio of 190%, based on historical usage figures. For the 20 years
from 1980 to 2000 for which maximum and average day ratios are available, CCWD states that
maximum day ratios ranged from 147% to 199% of average day demand and that 17% of the
maximum day demand values exceeded 190% of average day demand. CCWD's methodology in
determining appropriate maximum day ratio given the wide, historical range in maximum day
ratios is unclear. Sizing the pipeline to meet a maximum day demand that is 190%, or almost
two times that of average day demand means that the pipeline will be able to meet demand on
83% of maximum demand days, assuming a similar, future distribution of maximum day ratios
to that experienced between 1980 and 2000, and that the shortfall at most will be less than 5% of
demand on the remaining 17% of maximum demand days (9/1990). A peak day multiplier of
180% to 190% of average day demand therefore ensures that all water demands will be met on
all but a small percentage of days, and that on those days the shortfall will be minimal. The
historical, maximum day ratios would appear to justify peak day multipliers of 180% to 190% of
average day demand. Given the historical peak day demand, it is appropriate to use a peak daily
multiplier of 180% to 190%; however, to provide a full range of peak day multipliers, it is also
appropriate to also use a multiplier of 150% as shown in Table 8 below. In the table, the first
column lists the range of water demand projected in the pipeline service area for 2020 from
greatest to least under the various growth scenarios. Column 2 represents the peak day multiplier
and Column 3 is the total peaked demand, which results from multiplying the first and second
columns.

Table 8
Total projected average water demand Peak day Total peak
in pipeline service area in 2020 multiplier demand
1.84 mgd (A)(F) 1.5 2.75 mgd
1.71 mgd (B)(F) 1.5 2.56 mgd
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1.91 mgd (A)(C,D,E) 15 2.86 mgd
1.70 mgd (B)(C,D,E) 15 2.67 mgd
1.84 mgd (A)(F) 1.8 3.30 mgd
1.71 mgd (B)(F) 1.8 3.08 mgd
1.91 mgd (A)(C,D,E) 1.8 3.44 mgd
1.70 mgd (B)(C,D,E) 1.8 2.67 mgd
1.84 mgd (A)(F) 1.9 3.49 mgd
1.71 mgd (B)(F) 1.9 3.25 mgd
1.91 mgd (A)(C,D,E) 1.9 3.63 mgd
1.70 mgd (B)(C,D,E) 1.9 3.39 mgd

Table 8 above shows a range of 2.56 millions of gallons per day to 3.63 millions of gallons per
day when using peak day multipliers of 150%, 180%, and 190% (high and low end of range are
bold). Table 9 below gives the range of projected average and peak daily demands in 2020 in
millions of gallons per day taken from the sections above.

Table 9
Low end of range |High end of range
Average Daily Demand 1.71 mgd 1.91 mgd
Peak Daily Demand 2.56 mgd 3.63 mgd

4.2.45 Unmetered Water

The 1997 Engineering Master Plan does not explicitly account for water lost to leakage or other
unaccounted-for water. In the Future Scenarios report, CCWD assumes a figure for
unaccounted-for water of 7 % of production in calculating future system demand.’® “Unmetered
water,” the difference between water produced and water sold, which includes water lost to
leakage, water used for firefighting and training, and water used for pipeline flushing, has
historically varied widely, but has been declining since 1975, both in absolute terms and as a
percentage of total water sales."” Since 1990, unmetered water was less than 10 percent of sales.
A replacement pipeline would presumably reduce water lost to leakage significantly. To account
for unmetered water, projected future demand in the 1997 Engineering Master Plan should
probably be increased by the 7 % figure used by the Future Scenarios report to describe water
loss system-wide.

18 Future Scenarios, at B-3.
" Year 2001 Water Supply Evaluation, App. D., Table 4.
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Table 10
Low end of range High end of range

Average Daily Demand 1.71 mgd 1.91 mgd
7% of Average Daily Demand .12 mgd .13 mgd
Total 1.83 mgd 2.04 mgd
Peak Daily Demands 2.56 mgd 3.63 mgd
7% of Peak Daily Demand .18 mgd .25 mgd

Total 2.74 mgd 3.88 mgd

Table 10 above calculates the total water demand increased by 7% to account for unmetered
water. Table 10 shows a range of between 1.83 and 2.04 millions of gallons per day of average
water demand in 2020 and a peak water demand of 2.74 to 3.88 millions of gallons per day.
These totals account for projected future water demand in 2020 including residential,
nonresidential uses and unmetered water.

4.2.5 Pipeline Capacity

CCWD has not presented a clear statement of the capacity of the proposed 16-inch pipeline in
terms of a maximum volume of water that the proposed pipeline would be capable of delivering.
Instead, to ascertain “the optimal size and capacity for the El Granada Pipeline replacement,”
CCWD applied its water demand projections at buildout of 2.03-2.58 mgd average and 3.67-4.66
mgd peak to the District Engineer’s “four primary engineering criteria”:

1. Service Area and Service Capability. The replacement pipeline, when complete,
should have sufficient capacity to serve the entire northern service area under the
“Denniston Project Not Operable” mode. The minimum requirement should be to
meet average (not peak) day needs at a development level not greater than LCP
buildout.

2. Operational Energy. It is acceptable to use the booster pump station to meet future
estimated peak day demands. Pumping should not be required to meet average day
demands, so as to reduce energy costs and have adequate gravity flows to maintain
adequate service if the pump station is inoperable.

3. Minimum pressure requirements for maximum day and peak hour demand: 35 psi;
minimum pressure for fire flow with concident demand: 20 psi. Fire flow for single
family residential 1,000 gpm. (Future Scenarios, p. 9)

4. Transmission Pipeline Redundancy. Sound engineering practice favors the
construction of parallel pipelines. The EI Granada replacement pipeline should not be
so large that a future parallel pipeline would increase capacity beyond what is
allowed by the LCPs.

5. Construction Cost. Project costs can be substantially reduced if the pipeline is sized
below peak day demands. If future demands occur which exceed the capacity of the
replacement pipeline, they could be met with parallel pipelines in future
developments or by increased booster pump capacity.
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After listing these criteria, the CCWD “Narrative” concludes that 16 inches is the optimal pipe
size under these criteria for the El Granada Transmission Pipeline. The “Casa del Mar Pipeline
Replacement Project, Narrative in Support of a Coastal Development Application, CCWD July
24,1998 states:

When completed, the 16-inch El Granada Transmission Pipeline replacement will
have the ability to meet future average day requirements (2.03-2.58 mgd) at
buildout of the City and County LCPs. It will supply 55% of the peak day
demands (3.67-4.66 mgd) at buildout, well below the allowable LCP maximums

This statement is reiterated in the Master Plan. Following is a discussion of the first four of these
engineering criteria (construction cost, while an important consideration for the applicant, is not
a significant factor in reviewing the project for LCP consistency), plus a sixth criterion not
addressed in CCWD'’s analysis.

4.2.5.1 Denniston Non-Operable Assumption

CCWD employs as an engineering criterion that the replacement pipeline, when complete,
should have sufficient capacity to serve the entire northern service area under the “Denniston
Project Not Operable” mode. The Denniston Project refers to water supplied by CCWD
facilities in the northern part of its service area (wells, treatment facility, storage tank depicted in
Exhibit 4), in El Granada. The El Granada Pipeline, which is the sole transmission pipeline
between Half Moon Bay and El Granada, is operated bi-directionally depending on the source of
supply. Denniston source water is transmitted southward and water from the Nunes treatment
plant (Crystal Springs) is transmitted northward. During the majority of the year, the water
supply available from the Denniston Project is sufficient to meet the requirements of the northern
portion of the CCWD service area. Under normal operation, flow in the northern portion of the
El Granada Transmission Pipeline is from north to south (conveying Denniston water to the
southern El Granada area) and the flow in the southern portion of the pipeline is from south to
north (conveying water from the Carter Hill storage tanks in Half Moon Bay to the northern Half
Moon Bay area and Miramar).

In designing the replacement pipeline to have sufficient capacity to serve the entire northern
service area under the “Denniston Project Not Operable” mode, CCWD has planned a system
with enough capacity for San Francisco Water Department source water, delivered from the
south end of the system, to provide water service to the entire northern service area. When the
Denniston Project is operable, as is the normal situation, the volume of water that could be
transmitted northbound through the proposed 16-inch line would be much greater than that
needed to serve the area.

CCWD'’s Engineering Master Plan utilizes the “Denniston Not Operable” scenario in its capacity
calculations, taking into account the potential for water quality problems, power loss, treatment
plant equipment malfunctions, and water supply disruption. CCWD in particular takes into
account that the water sources for the Denniston treatment plant, namely, wells and surface
diversion from Denniston Creek and reservoir, have limitations, which make them unreliable.

To evaluate the appropriateness of the Denniston Not Operable assumption, it is necessary to
evaluate the assumption against past experience and ask how likely the contingency is that the
Denniston plant be out of service. Historically, while there has been a wide variation in water
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production from the Denniston plant water sources based on rain conditions, the Denniston plant
has never been entirely non-operational, either due to power loss and treatment plant equipment
malfunction or to water supply disruption.

Historical data for CCWD production (from CCWD 2001 Water Supply Evaluation) shows that
since 1994, the year in which the Crystal Springs pipeline was completed, water from Denniston
has accounted for fully 32 percent of total production from all sources. Since 1980, water from
Denniston has accounted for 35 percent of production from all sources. Over the past 22 years,
annual water production at Denniston has ranged from 143.1 mg (in 1991) to 317.7 mg (in 1980)
and a mean of 230.42 mg (a standard deviation of 40 mg). Average production over this period
has been 239.16 mg.

CCWD’s Calendar Year 2001 Water Supply Evaluation states that CCWD’s determination of the
“safe yield” annual production of the Denniston treatment plant is 144 mg (101 mg from surface
water and 43 mg from the Denniston well field), representing 19 percent of the total annual safe
yield of 760 mg from all sources. “Normal yield” from Denniston is 231 mg, or 21 percent of
total annual “normal yield” of 1,086 mg.'® Over the short term, the peak production of the
Denniston plant is 700 gpm (compared to peak production of the Nunes plant of 3,800 gpm), or
0.50 mgd, 16 percent of the total peak plant production of 4,500 gpm. Average August
production from Denniston is 436 gpm, or 0.31 mgd, 18 percent of the average total day supply
rate of 2,370 gpm.

According to CCWD’s planning estimates under drought conditions, during the peak summer
months when water supplies are lowest, the lowest projected daily supply from the Denniston
plant is 258 gpm, or 0.371 mgd, compared with flow under average precipitation conditions of
569 gpm, or 0.819 mgd.'® Under these drought conditions, Denniston production is still about
11% of total daily production.

Given the actual historical production of the Denniston treatment plant and CCWD’s projections
for Denniston production even under drought conditions, it is important to understand how the
capacity of the proposed pipeline would be impacted if the Denniston Plant is operating. Under
the Denniston operating scenario, the pipeline capacity still falls within the range of projected
demand in 2020; however, the capacity is more appropriately sized to serve peak day demand in
2020 under the highest growth scenario and using a peak day multiplier of 190%.

4.2.5.2 Gravity Flow System

CCWD employs as a second design criterion the requirement that the pipeline should be able to
meet average day demands by gravity flow, without any additional pumping required. A gravity
flow system would reduce operating costs and energy use, which would reduce costs for CCWD
customers. A gravity flow pipeline is also desirable because it is not dependent on pumping and
provides a failsafe system which would continue to provide water during power outages and
emergency conditions where pumping was not possible. Gravity flow through the pipeline is
controlled by the water level in storage tanks in four locations: Carter Hill tanks, Miramar tank,
El Granada Tank No. 1, and Denniston tank. In discussing design criteria, CCWD also considers

18 2001 Water Supply Evaluation, at 11-5. CCWD’s Urban Water Management Plan, 2000-2005, states a total yield
in years of normal precipitation of 1,071 mg, and assumes a total normal yield of 219 mg available from Denniston.
The Urban Water Management Plan gives the same figures for “safe yield” as the 2001 Water Supply Evaluation.
19 2001Water Supply Evaluation, at 11-6.
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as an alternative to a gravity flow system a 12-inch pipeline that would require pumping to meet
future peak day demands.

In finding substantial issue, the Commission found that a gravity flow pipeline could have the
capacity, when pumps are utilized, to deliver more water on an “average day” than is needed for
buildout and thus that a substantial issue was raised as to whether the proposed public works
facility will be limited to a capacity that does not exceed that needed to serve buildout consistent
with LUP Policy 10-3. While utilizing pumps could increase the capacity of a pipeline to deliver
more water than it otherwise could, additional pumps are not part of the project description, and
CCWD would need a separate permit or permit amendment to add such pumps.

4.2.5.3 Fire Protection

CCWD'’s Future Scenarios report evaluates pipeline replacement alternatives against fire flow
pressure requirements. The report concludes that, on this criterion, “there is little difference in
the results for the possible new pipelines.”® The report shows that for the new 12-inch line with
the Frenchman’s Creek Pump Station alternative, required fire flows as specified by the Half
Moon Bay Fire Protection District would be met at all of a list of certain, critical locations,
except the Beach House Hotel. At the Beach House hotel, a 12-inch line would provide flows of
2,900 gpm, with required flows of 3,000 gpm, a difference of only 100 gpm. According to the
hydraulic model, the percentage of pressure nodes in the system with less than the minimum
required pressure of 1,000 gpm does not differ significantly between the 16-inch and 12-inch
with pump station alternatives, although either alternative would be an improvement over the
existing 10-inch line.

The ability of a new system to meet fire safety needs is an important criterion for evaluation of
replacement alternatives. CCWD’s Future Scenarios study makes clear that the 16-inch line is
not the only replacement alternative that would satisfy this criterion. As the issue is addressed in
the Future Scenarios report, a water system’s provision for fire safety is a function most
importantly of system pressure and available per minute flow throughout the system, less than
overall increase in water demand. CCWD figures for unmetered water, discussed above,
includes water utilized for firefighting, and no additional adjustment to CCWD’s future demand
projections is required to account for this component of demand beyond the adjustment for
unmetered water. As long as minimum pressure and per minute flow requirements are met, this
requirement for this component of water usage is satisfied.

4.2.5.4 Transmission Pipeline Redundancy

CCWD that sound engineering practice favors the construction of parallel pipelines. Thus, the El
Granada replacement pipeline should not be so large that a future parallel pipeline would
increase capacity beyond what is allowed by the LCPs. Assuming that under the LCPs CCWD’s
water system should be designed to meet, but not exceed, peak day demand, and the future
construction of a second parallel ElI Granada pipeline, the proposed pipeline should be sized to
provide no more than half of the peak day demand at buildout.

4.2.5.5 Montara Sanitary District Possible Additional Future Demand

The Montara Sanitary District (MSD) presently provides sanitary sewer services for Montara and
Moss Beach, the area adjacent to and immediately north of CCWD’s service area. MSD is

2 Fyture Scenarios, at 13.
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recently acquired a water system formerly belonging to a privately-owned utility company, Cal-
Am (previously Citizen’s Utility Company), that delivers water within a portion of MSD’s
service area. A moratorium on new connections has existed in the MSD service area since 1981.
CPUC requires a total production capacity of 550 gpm, or 0.792 mgd, before the moratorium
may be lifted. To lift the moratorium would therefore require an additional 148 gpm, or 0.213
mgd, of production capacity. MSD states that the total, current production capacity of its water
production sources is 0.579 mgd, or 402 gpm, with reliable capacity of 0.452 mgd, or 314 gpm,
and that future demand at LCP buildout within MSD’s service area will be between 0.864 and
1.168 mgd. Thus, according to MSD, between 0.285 and 0.589 mgd of additional water will be
required to serve projected demand at buildout within its service area. MSD is considering
alternatives to increase its supply, including purchasing water from the San Francisco Water
Department’s Crystal Spring Reservoir and transferring this water through the EI Granada
pipeline.

MSD contends that provisions of the California Water Code would give it the right, under certain
conditions, to use “excess capacity” to transfer water through the El Granada pipeline. However,
MSD’s proposal to transport San Francisco Water Department water through the EI Granada
pipeline is contingent on a number of factors, before any water could be transferred through the
CCWD system. First, the proposal would require an additional, physical pipeline connection
from El Granada to Montara, which presently does not exist. Second, MSD would have to enter
into a purchase contract with the San Francisco Water Department or other seller, which also
does not presently exist. Third, MSD and CCWD would have to agree on and work out
arrangements for the use of CCWD’s transmission facilities, including the El Granada pipeline,
which would involve a number of issues, including the amount of available capacity for such a
purpose.

Accounting for additional demand of between 0.213 and 0.589 mgd in the MSD service area
would significantly affect the EI Granada pipeline sizing calculations relative to demand at LCP
buildout, and serve to justify a larger diameter pipeline. However, in its sizing justifications for
the EIl Granada pipeline, CCWD did not take account of additional, future demand from MSD
and MSD has not joined CCWD as a co-applicant on this project. Given the number of
contingencies that would have to be met before MSD could wheel water through the EI Granada
pipeline, the MSD proposal remains speculative and it would be premature for the Commission
to take into account possible future MSD water demand in evaluating CCWD’s pipeline
proposal. Given the technical complexities inherent to the MSD proposal, which are beyond the
expertise of Commission staff to address and are better left to the local water districts to resolve,
MSD should work together with CCWD on a joint proposal, if CCWD and MSD wish to account
for possible, future MSD demand in the sizing of the El Granada transmission pipeline.

4.2.5.6 Conclusion — Pipeline Capacity

In order for the Commission to evaluate whether or not the capacity of the proposed pipeline
would exceed the projected demand for water at buildout, it is necessary to determine the
capacity of the proposed pipeline. However, while it is clear that a 16-inch pipeline has far more
capacity than the current 10-inch pipeline, the information provided by the applicant does not
clearly state how the proposed project would affect the actual operating capacity of CCWD’s
complex water supply and distribution system.
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According to the Commission's Staff Engineer, an idealized 16-inch pipeline could
accommodate roughly 3.4 times the flow of an idealized 10-inch pipeline. These “idealized
pipelines” do not include any water losses, friction losses, head losses due to bends or valves, or
any flow increases due to booster pumps. The idealized pipeline from Miramar to El Granada
could have a capacity of approximately 6 million gallons per day, at a velocity of almost 5.4 feet
per second. The maximum capacity of actual pipeline will be limited by the friction and head
losses, as well as limitations imposed by the existing water system. With peak velocities of 5.4
fps, flows at this idealized maximum capacity would greatly exceed the pressures that can be
accommodated at the end user locations. In addition, flows are this rate would cause draw down
at the Miramar water tank and thus jeopardize the emergency water supplies available for fire
suppression. Finally, it is damaging to the infrastructure to operate it routinely at its extreme,
maximum capacity.

As discussed above, CCWD has not presented a clear statement of the capacity of the proposed
16-inch pipeline in terms of the maximum volume of water that the proposed pipeline would be
capable of delivering. CCWD’s District Engineer states:

In summary, it is important to understand that the E.G. pipeline does not have a
maximum flow capacity which can be calculated because the pipeline does not simply
convey water from one storage tank to another. Instead, the E.G. pipeline functions as
part of an overall water transmission and distribution system, and the flow through the
E.G. pipeline is dependent on the size and flow rate through the pipeline upstream of it as
well as the flow through the distribution system pipelines connected to it.

Since the applicant has been unable to provide a capacity estimate for purposes of LCP analysis,
the Commission has derived a theoretical pipeline capacity of 2.56 mgd from data contained in
CCWD'’s Master Plan. The Master Plan states that the 16-inch pipeline would be capable of
meeting 55% of a peak daily demand at buildout of 4.66 mgd. Fifty-five percent of the 4.66 mgd
maximum daily peak demand at buildout is 2.56 mgd. Thus, the Master Plan appears to provide
that the maximum operating capacity of the proposed 16-inch pipeline would be 2.56 mgd.

However, this extrapolation is based on questionable design criteria, in particular, the Denniston
non-operable assumption. A larger pipeline would be required to supply the entire service area
from the Nunes treatment plant at the south end of the system than would be necessary with
supply both at the north and south ends of the pipeline. However, as discussed above, under
normal operating conditions, the Denniston treatment plant accounts for a substantial portion of
the water transported by the El Granada pipeline, and at least 8% during drought conditions.
Thus it would appear that the Denniston non-operational assumption may inappropriately
support a larger diameter pipeline than is actually needed.

In addition, the discussion above illustrates how it is difficult to ascertain the maximum capacity
of the proposed 16-inch El Granada pipeline. Since CCWD did not identify the maximum
capacity of the pipeline, and it appears that the pipeline capacity could be increased when water
production is increased and added to the system (e.g. Denniston operating scenario), it is unclear
whether the pipeline is actually appropriately sized because it might be able to accommodate
additional water, which it could serve to additional demand.
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4.2.6 Conclusion — Matching Demand to Capacity

According to the 1997 Master Plan, CCWD sized the propose pipeline to serve a peak demand at
buildout of the LCPs of 4.66 mgd. However, as discussed above, the Commission finds that the
demand projection used by CCWD is greater than is reasonably justified. Therefore, the
Commission has re-evaluated probable future water service demand within the service area of
the proposed pipeline, taking into account anticipated LCP updates and a 20-year planning
horizon to forecast growth, and CCWD meter records to establish use levels by both residential
and non-residential uses.

Through this analysis, the Commission has derived a range of possible demand projections. In
addition to the ranges projected by the Commission, the City of Half Moon Bay planning staff
has provided a figure of 145 units maximum potential growth for the city areas served by the
pipeline (Exhibit 6). Thus, in addition to the possible future demand scenarios above, the
Commission has carried out the same calculations using the City’s projected maximum potential
growth within the pipeline service area. Table 11 below summarizes the projected average and
peak demand for 2020 based on a range of growth assumptions as well as using the City’s
growth projection. Scenarios 1 and 2 of Table 11 are based on the City’s growth assumption of
145 units by 2020.

Table 11: Projected 2020 Service Area Demand

Average water Peak demand at | Peak demand | Peak demand
Scenarios demand in pipeline 150% of average | at 180% of at 190% of

service area in 2020 average average
Scenario 1 [(G)(F)] 1.75 mgd 2.62 mgd 3.14mgd 3.32 mgd
Scenario 2 [(G)(C,D,E)] 1.83 mgd 2.74 mgd 3.29 mgd 3.47 mgd
Scenario 3 [(B)(F)] 1.83 mgd 2.74 mgd 3.29 mgd 3.47 mgd
Scenario 4 [(B)(C,D,E)] 1.91 mgd 2.86 mgd 3.43 mgd 3.62 mgd
Scenario 5 [(A)(F)] 1.96 mgd 2.95 mgd 3.53 mgd 3.73 mgd
Scenario 6 [(A)(C,D,E)] 2.04 mgd 3.06 mgd 3.68 mgd 3.88 mgd

These demand projections vary depending on the growth scenario used, with the lowest demand
of 2.62 mgd based on the City’s reduced growth projection of a total of 145 new units
constructed in the pipeline service area by 2020 and using a 150% peak use multiplier (Scenario
1 at 150%). The highest projected demand of 3.88 mgd is based on the maximum allowable
growth under the current LCPs and a peak use multiplier of 190% (Scenario 6 at 190%). Of
these demand scenarios, the Commission finds that a peak day demand of 3.29 mgd (Scenario 3
at 180%) represents the most reasonable 2020 demand projection for the pipeline service area,
assuming that other infrastructure capacity is otherwise available to support this growth. All of
these demand projections are substantially lower than the peak day demand at LCP buildout of
4.66 mgd assumed by CCWD. It should be emphasized, that all of these projections are general
estimates, with considerable uncertainty associated with them. As discussed below, though,
given the LCP requirements of phasing infrastructure development, it is apparent that the “most
likely” growth scenario assumed is not as critical to the question of how much capacity the
CCWD pipeline should have.

As discussed above, the actual operating capacity of the proposed pipeline is uncertain.
However, the applicant states that the pipeline is designed only to meet the service capacity
already approved under the Phase | Crystal Springs Project, i.e., a total of 8,078 5/8-inch by ¥a-
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inch equivalent meter service connections, with 1,329 non-priority and 599 priority uninstalled
connections remaining. CCWD contends that such capacity would be consistent with the Half
Moon Bay and San Mateo County buildout limitations and that the project is therefore consistent
with the LCPs.

Based on the foregoing growth and demand projections, the Commission finds that the 1,329
non-priority and 599 priority uninstalled connections remaining under Phase | of the Crystal
Springs Project would not exceed the most likely demand scenarios for water service within the
CCWD service district in 2020. However, in light of the above-discussed uncertainties
concerning the actual operational capacity of the proposed pipeline, the Commission finds it
necessary to condition the permit to limit new service connections to its stated design capacity.
Accordingly, Special Condition 4.A. would limit the number of new non-priority service
connections to only those uninstalled connections remaining under the previously approved
capacity of the Phase | Crystal Springs Project. As discussed below in the discussion of Phasing,
this condition is also necessary to meet LCP requirements for synchronized infrastructure
improvements through Phase 1.

To ensure that water service capacity is reserved to support priority land uses as required under
the LCPs, Special Condition 4.B. prohibits the transfer of any of the 599 remaining uninstalled
priority service connections to a non-priority use, except under the limited circumstances within
the San Mateo County portion of the service district under the limited circumstances specified
pursuant to San Mateo County LUP Policies 2.8.c and 2.8.d. The Commission finds that these
limitations help to ensure that the capacity of the proposed pipeline would not exceed the
previously approved Phase | water supply capacity.

Special Conditions 4.C. and 4.D. further require that any future increases to CCWD’s water
supply and/or delivery system are linked to corresponding increases in the capacity of other
major infrastructure serving the Mid-Coast Region. In particular, Special Condition 4.D.
prohibits future capacity increases to the CCWD water supply and distribution system until such
time that the region’s transportation system is capable of providing adequate service to support
growth beyond that provided by Phase | of the Crystal Springs Project. These conditions are
necessary to ensure that the service capacity of the CCWD water system remains in phase with
the region’s other infrastructure service capacity as required by both the City and County LCPs.

CCWD states that replacement of the El Granada pipeline with a 16-inch diameter pipe as
proposed would allow the system to function by gravity flow, obviating the need to for the
existing Frenchmen’s Creek Pump Station. As such, future use of the pump station with the 16-
inch line in place would significantly increase distribution capacity in excess of that proposed by
CCWD. In addition, CCWD is proposes to abandon the existing 10-inch pipeline in place rather
than remove it. Consequently, it is plausible that, if repaired, the 10-inch pipeline could be put
back into service, which would also increase distribution capacity in excess of that proposed by
CCWD. Therefore, to ensure that water distribution capacity is not increased Special Condition
5 would require CCWD to decommission and physically remove the pump station and to either
permanently seal or remove the 10-inch pipeline upon completion of the project.

In addition, Special Condition 3 requires the applicant to provide an annual monitoring report
consistent with the requirements of Half Moon Bay LUP Policy 10-2 and San Mateo County
LUP Policy 2.26. The information provided by the required monitoring reports will assist in
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revising water service demand projections as part of the update to the City and County LCPs.

The Commission finds that, taken together, Special Conditions 4 and 5 ensure that the capacity
of the proposed pipeline would not exceed the demand for water service within the CCWD
service district allowable under the phased buildout requirements of the Half Moon Bay and San
Mateo County LCPs. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project is consistent
with Half Moon Bay LUP Policies 10-3, 10-6, 10-9, and 10-10 and San Mateo County LUP
Policies 2.6, 2.7, 2.9, 2.11, 2.12, 2.13, 2.25, 2.26, 2.27, 2.28, 2.29, and 2.35.

More important, though, as previously explained, both the San Mateo County and Half Moon
Bay LCPs require the phasing of infrastructure improvements. In particular, at a minimum the
LCPs seek to assure that new infrastructure capacity is not provided that could be growth
inducing or that could exceed reasonably foreseeable capacities of other parts of the
community’s infrastructure. In particular, the LCPs require that monitoring occur, and that
Phase 1 buildout be examined carefully to assure that Phase 2 capacities are not provided
prematurely.

As discussed above, there is a serious capacity problem with the Highway and roads
infrastructure in the Half Moon Bay area. This problem exists at current levels of development,
and will only be exacerbated by buildout of remaining water connections sold through the
Crystals Springs Project. At a minimum, therefore, it is important that new infrastructure
capacities not exceed the Phase I limits that are currently provided by the pool of remaining
water connections in the CCWD service area. In addition, it is important that the CCWD verify
that the actual pipeline project built is the minimum necessary to serve this anticipated buildout
of Phase I. Therefore, Special Conditions 3, 4, and 5 are necessary to assure consistency with
LCP policies requiring phased buildout and avoidance of growth inducing capacities (Half Moon
Bay LUP Policies 10-3, 10-6, 10-9, and 10-10 and San Mateo County LUP Policies 2.6, 2.7, 2.9,
2.11,2.12,2.13, 2.25, 2.26, 2.27, 2.28, 2.29, and 2.35).

4.3 Phased Development of Public Works Facilities

The Half Moon Bay and San Mateo County LCPs require public works projects involving an
increase in capacity to be coordinated with the phasing of other services, by taking into
consideration the availability of related public works. New or expanded public works capacity
that would exceed the existing and probable future capacity of other public works facilities is
prohibited under these policies. Thus, the capacity of the proposed water supply pipeline may
not overburden the “existing and probably future capacity” of other infrastructure elements
including highways, sewage treatment, and schools.

4.3.1.1 City of Half Moon Bay LUP Policies

Policy 10-3

The City shall limit development or expansion of public works facilities to a
capacity which does not exceed that needed to serve build-out of the Land Use
Plan, and require the phased development of public works facilities in
accordance with phased development policies in Section 9 and the probable
capacity of other public works facilities.

Policy 10-4

The City shall reserve public works capacity for land uses given priority by the
Plan, in order to assure that all available public works capacity is not consumed
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4.3.2

by other development and control the rate of new development permitted in the
City to avoid overloading of public works and services.

Policy 10-10

The City will support the phased development of water supply facilities (chiefly
pumping stations and water treatment facilities) so as to minimize the financial
burden on existing residents and avoid growth-inducing impacts, so long as
adequate capacity is provided to meet the City needs in accordance with the
phased development policies (including expected development to the year 2000)
and allocations for floriculture.

Policy 10-25

The City will support the use of Level of Service C as the desired level of service
on Highways 1 and 92, except during the peak two-hour commuting period and
ten-day average peak recreational hour when Level of Service E will be
acceptable.

4.3.1.2 San Mateo County LUP Policies
2.12 Timing and Capacity of Later Phases

a.

d.

Use the results of Phase | monitoring to determine the timing and capacity of later
phase(s).

Guide timing by allowing later phase(s) to begin when Phase | capacity has been or
will be consumed within the time period required to construct additional capacity.

Establish the capacity by: (1) estimating the capacity needed to serve the land use
plan at buildout, (2) considering the availability of related public works to establish
whether capacity increases would overburden the existing and probable future
capacity of other public works and (3) considering the availability of funds.

Require every phase to go through the development review process.

[Emphasis added.]
2.27 Timing and Capacity of Later Phases

a. Use the results of Phase | monitoring to determine the timing and capacity of later
phase(s).

b. Guide timing by allowing later phase(s) to begin when Phase | capacity has been or
will be consumed within the time period required to construct additional capacity.

c. Establish the capacity by: (1) estimating the capacity needed to serve the land use
plan at buildout, (2) considering the availability of related public works to establish
whether capacity increases would overburden the existing and probable future
capacity of other public works and (3) considering the availability of funds.

d. Require every phase to go through the development review process.

[Emphasis added.]

Highway Capacity

Road access to the Mid-Coast region of San Mateo County including the City of Half Moon Bay
and the portion of the California coast within this region is limited to Highways 1 and 92. The
current volume of traffic on these highways exceeds their capacity and the regional
transportation studies conclude that even with substantial investment in transit and highway
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improvements, congestion will only get worse in the future.”> As a result, the level of service on
the highways at numerous bottleneck sections is currently and will in the future continue to be
rated as LOS F.?? LOS F conditions are currently experienced at certain intersections and at
bottleneck sections of both highways during both the weekday PM peak-hour commuter period
and during the weekend mid-day peak. Because there are no alternative access routes to and
along the coastline in this area of the coast, the extreme traffic congestion on Highways 1 and 92
significantly interferes with the public’s ability to access the area’s substantial public beaches
and other visitor-serving coastal resources.

The most recent Countywide Transportation Plan predicts far greater congestion on these two
corridors by 2010, stating “in 2010 the most congested corridor [in San Mateo County] will be
Western 92.”%% This report projects increases in the traffic volumes of 197 and 218 percent on
Highways 1 and 92, respectively, in the Mid-Coast region, and attributes these increases to “the
anticipated levels of new development on the Coastside and the continued pattern of Coastsiders
out-commuting to jobs in San Francisco and on the Bayside.” This latest report serves to
corroborate and underscore the findings of all of the previous traffic studies conducted in the
region over the past three decades that Highways 1 and 92 in the Mid-Coast Region are not
adequate to serve either the current or the expected future demands of development.

As discussed above, the proposed development would provide an increase in the CCWD’s water
system capacity needed to support substantial future growth in the Mid-Coast region. However,
as documented in the Countywide Transportation Plan, the present and probable future capacity
of the highway network serving this region is not sufficient to serve this level of growth. As
such, the capacity of the proposed pipeline would not be phased in accordance with the probable
capacity of the area’s transportation infrastructure and would support a level of growth that
cannot be reasonably accommodated by the area’s highways.

In light of the above findings, the Commission might find that the subject permit applications are
inconsistent with Half Moon Bay LUP Policies 10-3, 10-4, 10-and 25, and San Mateo County
LUP Policies 2.12 and 2.27. However, this would require the Commission to further determine
that development in Half Moon Bay and the San Mateo County Mid-Coast must be limited to the
level for which the current and probable future capacity of the area’s highways are adequate to
serve, i.e., that highway capacity is the limiting factor to growth in the region.

21 san Mateo County Countywide Transportation Plan Alternatives Report, City/County Association of
Governments, San Mateo County (C/CAG 1997.)

San Mateo County Congestion Management Plan, City/County Association of Governments, San Mateo County
(CICAG 1998.)

San Mateo County Congestion Management Plan, City/County Association of Governments, San Mateo County
(CICAG 2000.)

22 Traffic analysis is commonly undertaken using the level of service rating method. The level of service rating is a
qualitative description of the operational conditions along roadways and within intersections. Level of service is
reported using an A through F letter system to describe travel delay and congestion. Level of service (LOS) A
indicates free-flowing conditions. LOS E indicates the maximum capacity condition with significant congestion and
delays. A LOS F rating indicates traffic that exceeds operational capacity with unacceptable delays and congestion.
LUP Policy 10-25 makes Level of Service E the lowest acceptable level of service during commuting hours and the
ten-day average peak recreational hour.

% (C/CAG 2000)
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While limiting development to the level that can be reasonably served by the area’s highways is
supported by the above-cited LCP policies, this approach is not carried through in the growth
management policies contained in either the currently certified LCPs or the more restrictive
growth management policies expected to be implemented in the future. Although these LCP
growth measures control the rates of growth in the City and County Mid-Coast, the plans
nevertheless provide for continued new development to a level far in excess of the existing or
reasonably foreseeable future capacity of the highways, including new residential subdivisions,
residential development of agricultural lands, and buildout of small substandard lots in both
“paper subdivisions” and existing neighborhoods platted between 1900 and 1920. Unless more
restrictive land use and zoning policies, including transportation demand management schemes,
are implemented to reduce the overall level of development allowable under these plans, growth
will continue under the LCPs in excess of highway capacity.

As discussed above, the existing water supply capacity approved under the Crystal Springs
Project is already significantly out of phase with the existing and probable future capacity of the
Mid-Coast Region’s transportation system, in conflict with the Half Moon Bay and San Mateo
County LCPs. However, according to the applicant, the proposed project is intended only to
deliver water service necessary to meet its obligations under the already approved under Phase |
of the Crystal Springs Project and to provide adequate fire suppression capability within its
service area, and would not increase capacity beyond that which has already been approved.
Therefore, consistent with the applicant’s project description, Special Condition 4.A. would
prohibit any expansion to CCWD’s service capacity under Crystal Springs Phase I.

To ensure that future increases in water system capacity do not further exacerbate existing
infrastructure phasing issues, Special Conditions 4.C. and 4.D. would require that any future
increases to CCWD’s water supply and/or delivery system beyond Phase | of the Crystal Springs
Project are linked to corresponding increases in the capacity of other major infrastructure serving
the Mid-Coast Region. In particular, Special Condition 4.D. prohibits future capacity increases
to the CCWD water supply and distribution system until such time that the region’s
transportation system is capable of providing adequate service to support growth beyond that
provided by Phase | of the Crystal Springs Project. These conditions are necessary to ensure that
the service capacity of the CCWD water system remains in phase with the region’s other
infrastructure service capacity as required by both the City and County LCPs.

4.3.3 Wastewater Treatment Capacity

In 1994 The Sewer Authority Mid-Coastside (SAM) applied to the County to expand their
wastewater capacity to 4.0 mgd in order to deliver sewer connections until buildout levels are
reached. This expansion, from 2 mgd in Phase | to 4.0 mgd at buildout, was not in phase with
other infrastructure, and in fact exceeded estimated buildout demand by approximately 1 mdg.
The Final Environmental Impact Report conducted for the SAM expansion noted:

If future wastewater generation remains close to historical levels, the 4.0 mgd
plant would be able to serve LCP build-out and have capacity remaining
(January 16, 1989).

In granting the coastal development permit for the plant expansion, the Commission found that
the existing plant was undersized to accommodate peak flow, and had been in violation of the
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board on several occasions for releasing
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untreated wastewater. As the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary is the receiving waters
for this discharge, the Commission found a larger plant to be most protective of coastal
resources, while not exceeding build-out levels. Consequently, wastewater treatment capacity
within the CCWD service area is not a limiting factor to future development. Therefore the
proposed pipeline replacement will not induce growth in excess of wastewater treatment capacity
in conformity with Half Moon Bay LUP Policy 10-3 and San Mateo County LUP Policies 2.12
and 2.17.

4.3.4 Schools

Coastside County Water District service area falls within the Cabrillo Unified School District
(CUSD), a district representing seven primary, secondary and continuing education schools that
serve Mid-Coast San Mateo County and Half Moon Bay. With a grant from the State in the year
2000, the district was able to modernize several of its facilities, including the high school,
upgraded technology and the purchase of four new busses. CUSD experienced a $1.5 budget
shortfall in 2002-03 fiscal year. In order to retain low student/teacher ratios and other vital
programs, the District chose to eliminate bus service in the fall of 2002.

Increases in school infrastructure capacity is not limited to the same degree as highways, water
treatment, etc. It is limited, however, by financial constraints such as the current fiscal deficit.
CUSD has several funding options: state grants, local voter-approved bond acts, federal grants,
and private funds. A proposed bond act was narrowly rejected by district voters in March 2002.
Consequently, CUSD has been approaching private donors and looking for funds to make up the
difference.

CUSD determines capacity through a formulation that’s designed to calculate the amount of new
students who must be accommodated. District Superintendent John Bayless reports that any
growth induced by the sale of any new connections could potentially be absorbed by CUSD’s
schools, although the district is operating at full capacity. CUSD is required to maintain small
class sizes in order to keep a federal grant that provides significant for the district. CUSD has
budgeted for a new middle school.

Although fiscal constraints will likely affect the rate that new and expanded school facilities are
developed, unlike highway capacity, no physical or regulatory barriers exist that would
ultimately prevent future expansion of Mid-Coast school facilities to meet the demand generated
by growth in the region. As such, the proposed pipeline replacement will not induce growth in
excess of the capacity of Mid-Coast schools in conformity with Half Moon Bay LUP Policy 10-3
and San Mateo County LUP Policies 2.12 and 2.17.

4.3.5 Conclusion — Public Works Facility Phasing

The proposed expansion of CCWD water service capacity would be in phase with Mid-Coast
region’s existing wastewater treatment capacity as well as with the probable future capacity of
Mid-Coast school facilities, but is not in phase with either the existing or probable future
capacity of the region’s highways.

The Commission recognizes that the development levels provided for in the certified LCPs are
not entitlements and represent the maximum potential development allowable after application of
all relevant policies and standards of the certified local coastal program. The certified
development levels do not represent the actual development level allowable after application of
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all relevant policies and standards of the certified LCP, including the LCP policies relating to
traffic and public access to the coast.

More important, though, as previously explained, both the San Mateo County and Half Moon
Bay LCPs require the phasing of infrastructure improvements. In particular, at a minimum the
LCPs seek to assure that new infrastructure capacity is not provided that could be growth
inducing or that could exceed reasonably foreseeable capacities of other parts of the
community’s infrastructure. In particular, the LCPs require that monitoring occur, and that
Phase 1 buildout be examined carefully to assure that Phase 2 capacities are not provided
prematurely.

As discussed above, there is a serious capacity problem with the Highway and roads
infrastructure in the Half Moon Bay area. This problem exists at current levels of development,
and will only be exacerbated by buildout of remaining water connections sold through the Phase
I of the Crystals Springs Project. At a minimum, therefore, it is important that new infrastructure
capacities not exceed the Phase | limits that are currently provided by the pool of remaining
water connections in the CCWD service area. In addition, it is important that the CCWD future
increases in water system capacity do not further exacerbate this infrastructure capacity phasing
issue. Therefore, Special Conditions 3, 4, and 5 are necessary to assure consistency with LCP
policies requiring phased buildout and avoidance of growth inducing capacities (Half Moon Bay
LUP Policies 10-3, 10-6, 10-9, and 10-10 and San Mateo County LUP Policies 2.6, 2.7, 2.9,
2.11,2.12,2.13, 2.25, 2.26, 2.27, 2.28, 2.29, and 2.35).

4.4 Archeology

Both the Half Moon Bay and San Mateo County LCPs requires the protection of archaeological
and paleontological resources pursuant to the LUP policies cited below:

4.4.1.1 Half Moon Bay LUP Policies
Policy 6-4

As part of any project to construct new roads, trails, sewer or water lines, or other
public projects involving substantial excavation which could destroy
archaeological resources within the areas designated on the Map of Potential
Archaeological resources, provision shall be made for an archaeological survey
and the opportunity to sample and salvage the site by a qualified archaeologist
as a part of the construction project.

4.4.1.2 San Mateo County LUP Policies
1.24  Protection of Archaeological/Paleontological Resources

Based on County archaeology/Paleontology Sensitivity Maps, determine whether
or not site proposed for new development are located within areas containing
potential archaeological/paleontological resources. Prior to approval of
development proposed in sensitive areas, require that a mitigation plan,
adequate to protect the resource and prepared by a qualified
archaeologist/paleontologist be submitted for review and approval and
implemented as part of the project.

The City of Half Moon Bay ordinances also address specific requirements for Archeological
resource identification, protection , and mitigation (e.g. 18.38.040).
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According to the CCWD’s environmental analysis for the project, “there is a high possibility of
identifying Native American cultural resources in the project area, generally, and mitigation is
recommended” (I1S-25). In particular, section 2 of the project which is the Half Moon Bay
section, has been identified as having previously recorded archaeological site approximately 100
feet upstream of Frenchman’s Creek east of Highway 1. Although no direct impacts are
anticipated from the project, the pipeline replacement project involves extensive ground
disturbance, and there is a general need to assure that there are no adverse impacts to
archeological or other cultural resources. The environmental document recommends consulting
a qualified archaeologist in the event that resources are discovered during excavation. To assure
full conformance with the LCPs, as well as protection of sensitive resources, Special Condition 2
is necessary. This condition requires that prior to issuance of the permit, that a mitigation and
monitoring plan be submitted to the Executive Director for approval. In addition, during all
ground disturbing activities, CCWD shall retain a qualified archaeologist and qualified local
Native Americans for monitoring. In the event that archaeological resources are discovered, all
construction shall cease in the vicinity of the resource, and a new plan shall be submitted that
avoids such resources to the maximum extent practicable. The Commission finds that as
conditioned the proposed development is consistent with Half Moon Bay LUP Policy 6-4 and
Zoning Code Section 18.38.040 and San Mateo County LUP Policy 1.24.

4.5 Water Quality

The City of Half Moon Bay LCP contains a variety of LUP policies to protect sensitive marine
and coastal water resources, including riparian areas a marine habitats (Chapter 3). In addition,
the LCP incorporates the water quality protection policies of the Coastal Act (e.g. 30230, 30231).
LUP policy 4.9 specifically requires that new development address potential adverse impacts
from runoff and drainage. The ordinances of the LCP also address protection of coastal water
habitats with specific corresponding ordinances to protect riparian areas from adverse runoff
(18.38.010 et seq.). The San Mateo County LCP likewise contains policies to protect coastal
water habitats, including marine, riparian, and wetland resources (see LUP Chapter 7).

As proposed the project will span over a mile in the both the City and the County. Although
there will be minimal to no direct impacts to sensitive habitats, the project involves extensive
excavation for installation of the replacement pipeline. Therefore, it is necessary to protect
against potential adverse runoff to the surrounding environment, including the numerous riparian
areas in the project vicinity. Condition 1 requires that the CCWD implement construction best
management practices to address this project impact.

5.0 CEQA

Section 13096 of the Commission’s administrative regulations requires Commission approval of
CDP applications to be supported by a finding showing the application, as modified by any
conditions of approval, to be consistent with any applicable requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA prohibits approval of a
proposed development if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available
that would substantially lessen any significant impacts that the activity may have on the
environment.

The Commission incorporates its findings on Coastal Act consistency at this point as if set forth
in full. These findings address and respond to all public comments regarding significant adverse
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environmental effects of the project that were received prior to Commission action. The
proposed development has been conditioned in order to be found consistent with the policies of
the certified LCPs, and the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. As
conditioned, there are no feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available, beyond
those required, that would substantially lessen any significant adverse impact that the
development may have on the environment. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed
project, as conditioned to mitigate the identified impacts, can be found consistent with the
requirements of the certified LCP and Coastal Act and to conform to CEQA.
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